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ABSTRACT 
RACIAL AND ETHNIC DIFFERENCES IN THE COLLEGE CHOICE 
PROCESS: A STUDY OF MINORITY HIGH SCHOOL SENIORS 
IN SOUTHEASTERN MASSACHUSETTS 
SEPTEMBER 1995 
MARIAN L. SPENCER, B.A., UNIVERSITY OF NORTH CAROLINA- 
GREENSBORO 
M.Ed., BRIDGEWATER STATE COLLEGE 
Ed.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST 
Directed by: Dr. Johnstone Campbell 
The purpose of this study was to find out more about 
the college choice process of minority high school seniors. 
The research questions were 
1. Do minority high school seniors consider important the 
same college attributes that the literature of college 
choice suggests? 
2. Do minority students consider important other aspects 
of colleges, such as those attributes suggested in the 
college climate and retention literature as influ¬ 
ential in the college success of minority students? 
The population of the study included 1155 Southeastern 
Massachusetts high school seniors segmented into five sub¬ 
groups: Asian, black, Cape Verdean, Hispanic, and white. 
Data were obtained from two questionnaires administered in 
January and May, 1993 in all high school English classes. 
The results were compared with the college choice 
literature. In addition, the results were analyzed in 
relation to the college climate attributes of social 
v 
opportunities, curriculum, campus diversity, and academic 
support. 
The conclusions included the following: 
1. Not all sub-groups are the same. There were 
significant differences between black and Cape Verdean 
sub-groups and among all sub-groups. 
2. Geographical proximity is a factor. 
3. Financial aid and academic support supersede academic 
reputation. 
4. Models of college choice need to be modified to 
include student location and deferred application. 
5. Mother is a primary influence on college choice as 
identified by all sub-groups. 
Recommendations for institutional responses are based 
on these conclusions. 
vi 
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GLOSSARY OF MINORITY RACIAL/ETHNIC REFERENCES 
The research and literature on minority groups reveals 
several inconsistencies in how various minority groups are 
named. To clarify the meaning of these references in this 
text the following annotated glossary is provided. The 
standard set of definitions adopted in 1978 by the federal 
government to identify minority groups is used as a 
framework for the discussion of terms.1 
Asian - A person having origins in any of the original 
peoples of Southeast Asia, the Indian subcontinent, or the 
Pacific Islands. 
Note. Asian students are further described as 
originating in such countries as Korea, Japan, China, 
Vietnam, Laos, Cambodia, the Philippines, China, Indochina, 
Guam, and Samoa. 
Related References. Asian Americans and Asian/Pacific 
Islanders. Oriental is not preferred. 
Black - A person having origins in any of the Black 
racial groups of Africa. 
Note. This group also includes persons who may have 
come to the United States from one of the Caribbean 
countries. References to black students will differ 
according to citation use in capitalization of the term 
"black." More often it is not capitalized. 
Related References. African American or African- 
American appear to be the most current preferred references 
xv 
to Americans having origins in any of the African Black 
racial groups. African American is always capitalized. 
Hispanic - A person of Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, 
Central American, or South American, or other Spanish 
culture or origin, regardless of race. 
Note. Most Hispanics in the United States come from 
Mexico (60%). Twelve percent come from Puerto Rico and 
Cuba. United States census figures describe the Hispanic 
population in figures which represent both white and non¬ 
white Hispanics. 
Related References. Latinos appears to be used 
interchangeably with Hispanic and is defined the same. It 
appears to be the preferred reference. Other references 
include Puerto Rican-American; Chicana, Chicano—female, 
male Mexican-Americans. 
Native American - A person having origins in any of 
the original peoples of North American and who maintains 
cultural identification through tribal affiliation or 
community recognition. 
Related References. This group includes American 
Indians and Alaskan Natives. 
The following is not a federally identified minority 
group but has been accorded minority status by a 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts statute. 
Cape Verdean - A person having origins in any of the 
Cape Verde Islands located off the northwest coast of 
Africa. 
xvi 
Note. Prior to independence from Portugal in 1975, 
Cape Verdeans coming to the United States were considered 
Portuguese. Since 1975, however, many Cape Verdean 
Americans prefer to think of themselves as a separate 
ethnic group. 
nThe following sources were used in the development of 
this Glossary: Harvard Encyclopedia of American Ethnic 
Groups, S. Thernstrom, Ed., 1980; Minority Student 
Enrollments in Higher Education: A Guide to Institutions 
with Highest Percent of Asian, Black, Hispanic and Native 
American Students, 1986; The Road to College, 1991; and 
Latino College Students, M. Olivas, Ed., 1986. 
xvii 
CHAPTER 1 
THE PROBLEM 
The literature of college choice has provided higher 
education insight into both why high school students decide 
to go to college and why they select one college over 
others. However, there is no unified body of research 
which clearly distinguishes the college choice process of 
minority students from that of the general population 
(Paulsen, 1990). 
Though sociologists have written much about the 
formation of college-going aspirations, psychologists have 
studied the impact of climate or student-institution-fit, 
and economists have carefully examined college attendance 
decisions as a form of investment, the literature related 
to how minority students select a specific college is 
woefully limited (Hansen & Litten, 1982; Paulsen, 1990). 
This limitation is exacerbated by the state of the art 
of research on college characteristics which influence 
college selection. Models of college choice stress the 
importance of the interaction between student background 
characteristics and college characteristics to college 
choice. The models partition the process in slightly 
different ways but generally acknowledge there are three 
stages: decision to go to college, search for colleges, 
and decision to attend a particular college (Chapman, 1981; 
Hossler & Gallagher, 1987; Litten, 1982). However, most of 
1 
the research which attempts to get at college selection 
factors based on college characteristics is institutionally 
self-serving and falls under the heading of market research 
rather than social science research. 
Many of these studies have used samples of students 
who have applied and been accepted to the college in whose 
interest the research is being conducted (Cook and 
Zallocco, 1983; Dembowski, 1988; Maguire & Lay, 1981; 
Struckman-Johnson & Kinsley, 1985; Welki & Navratil, 1987). 
This without question is a biased group and, though 
attempts have been made to isolate what characteristics 
students consider are important from their evaluation of a 
particular college, the findings are limited to the 
perceptions of the type of students who would select the 
college conducting the research. 
The study outlined in this paper was designed to help 
address the limitations of the literature with regard to 
college characteristics and minority high school student 
college choice. Underlying its development was the 
author's own sense of urgency about increasing our 
understanding of the different perspectives minority 
students bring to the higher education experience. Higher 
education has a spotty record of achievement in the 
education of minority students. Not only does the 
literature express well-grounded concern for college 
climate issues and insufficient academic support for 
minorities on campus, system-wide enrollment figures reveal 
2 
unequal distribution patterns for whites and minorities 
(Carter & Wilson, 1989; Crosson, 1987; Olivas, 1986; The 
Road to College, 1991). Many researchers are concerned 
with the equity issues indicated by this differential 
distribution throughout the higher education system 
(Ballesteros, 1986; MacPherson & Shapiro, 1990; Olivas, 
1986; Young & Reyes, 1987; Zemsky & Oedel, 1983). 
This study has attempted to learn more about what is 
important to minority students in selecting a college to 
acquire some additional understanding which would assist 
institutions trying to evaluate their missions in the area 
of diversity, and to add something to the current view of 
why minority students are enrolling as they are throughout 
the system. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to find out more about 
the college choice process of minority high school 
seniors. Specifically, the study sought answers to the 
following questions: 
1. Do minority high school seniors consider 
important the same college characteristics and 
attributes that the literature of college choice 
suggests? 
2. Do minority students consider important other 
aspects of colleges, such as those attributes 
suggested in the college climate and retention 
3 
literature as influential to the success of 
minority students? 
Incorporating findings from the literatures of 
college student choice and college student retention, the 
study asked minority students to rate a variety of college 
characteristics to get a sense of what might be most 
important to them in selecting a college. College 
characteristics included items which have been drawn from 
literature which may have referred to them as "college 
attributes," "reasons for selecting a college," or 
"factors important in college selection." 
The study was conducted with four different minority 
groups from high schools located in southeastern 
Massachusetts. Asian, black, Cape Verdean, and Hispanic 
seniors were included, along with white seniors. [Note: 
This paper will make freguent references to research and 
literature related to minority groups. In each case the 
research has been reported using the terminology and 
capitalization employed by the citation. A Glossary of 
Minority Racial/Ethnic References has been provided. 
Significance of the Study 
The literature on college choice takes on increased 
significance when viewed as a vehicle for increasing our 
understanding of the distribution of students throughout 
the higher education system. It is, however, limited in 
its ability to do this because studies which distinguish 
4 
the college choice process of minority students are few and 
those which examine the importance of various college 
characteristics to college choice are limited by the nature 
of the samples studied and the purposes of the research. 
The study sought to address the above-mentioned 
limitations by using a design which assured that, 
1. The groups to be studied are not identified 
through their commitment either by inquiry, 
application, or acceptance to a particular 
institution or set of institutions. 
2. The groups to be studied are segmented to allow 
for individual racial/ethnic voices. 
3. In addition to including previously identified 
college characteristics of value to students, 
consideration has been given to identifying 
institutional characteristics which may have 
particular importance to the groups being 
studied. 
The study also acquired distinctiveness through its 
attempt to learn more about the search stage of the college 
choice process by 
1. Using information provided by the students 
directly about their college choice sets rather 
than from a data base which may exclude some of 
their choices. 
2. Attempting to gain perspective on the relative 
importance of ratings of attributes at the search 
stage to the reason for the final choice of a 
college to attend. (Zemsky & Oedel, 1983) 
5 
The study is indebted to previous literature and 
research for its understanding of the multi-stage, 
multivariate, interactive nature of the college choice 
process (Chapman, 1981, Cook & Zallocco, 1984; Hossler & 
Gallagher, 1987; Litten, 1982, Maguire & Lay, 1981). It 
appears, from a extensive review of the literature of 
college choice, that the study is distinctive in its focus 
on the college choice process of four minority student 
populations while including white student perspectives to 
enhance description. 
6 
CHAPTER 2 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
In 1991, 90.0% of the freshmen entering college were 
from the high school graduating class of the same year. 
Some of the factors they listed as very important in their 
college selection were (1) good academic reputation, 51.6 
%; (2) graduates get good jobs, 43.5 %; and (3) size, 35.0 
%. In addition, more students than ever before (27.7 %) 
listed "cost" as a very important reason for selecting the 
college in which they enrolled (Fact File, 1992). The 
freshmen rating these factors were 83.4% white, 9.2% black, 
two percent Mexican-American, 3.1% Asian-American, one 
percent American Indian and .6% Puerto Rican-American. 
Research interest in the college selection process has 
emerged from several fields over the past 30 years. 
Sociologists have examined it as part of their focus on 
social stratification, social mobility, and occupational 
achievement. Economists have been interested in the 
decisions as they affect public economic policy, and 
psychologists have been interested in the effects these 
processes have on psychological development. In addition, 
marketing theorists and decision theorists have studied the 
process to increase understanding of consumer decision¬ 
making and information processing (Hansen & Litten, 1983, 
p. 73). As marketing principles more and more infiltrated 
the processes of college and university administration, 
institutions began to study the preferences of students 
7 
from an enrollment planning perspective. However, in spite 
of Litten's call ten years ago for further research by race 
on college choice, very little can now be found which adds 
substantially to our understanding of how minority students 
select the colleges they might attend (Litten, 1982). 
As can be seen the purposes for research on college 
selection vary from the more socially conscious to the more 
institutionally-conscious and what has been thus far 
learned about why students select the colleges they do has 
import to both college administrators and social 
scientists. Interestingly, of the reviews of the college 
choice literature encountered thus far. Chapman, 1981; 
Hansen and Litten, 1982; Hossler, Braxton, and Coopersmith, 
1989; Hossler and Gallagher, 1987; Litten, 1982; and 
Paulsen, 1990, all refer to the declining pool of 
traditional-aged college applicants as a major force behind 
college choice research. 
On the surface this decline is not readily apparent, 
in that in 1990 the majority of freshmen who entered 
college were just graduated from high school (Dey, Astin, & 
Korn, 1991). What is also not seen, however, is that 
colleges are quietly adapting in two ways to this declining 
pool: 
1. By lowering their standards of admission and/or 
2. By decreasing their enrollment goals. 
Colleges who are open about their interest in 
maintaining their enrollment goals and their standards are 
8 
those who are actively performing marketing research 
(Huddleston & Karr, 1982; Litten, Sullivan, & Brodigan, 
1983; Maguire & Lay, 1981). 
But it is the ten percent growth in minority group 
enrollment in colleges from 1988-1990 rather than the 
marketing interests of institutions that is of significance 
to this study (Evangelauf, 1992). Numbers of white, non- 
Hispanic youth, traditionally the dominant group on most 
college campuses and traditionally the more academically 
successful, are predicted to decline nearly 132% from 1982 
to 2020 (Pallas, Natriello & McDill, 1989). Minority 
students have averaged roughly 15% of the college-going 
population over the past ten years (Dey, Astin, & Korn, 
1991). Though there is some published research on various 
minority groups related to college selection, it is 
limited, as is general research on minorities in higher 
education (Olivas, 1986; Paulsen, 1990). There is a need 
for more research on the college choices of minority 
students as they predictably increase their numbers on 
college campuses. 
This study with its concern for the college choices of 
minority high school students attempted to take a socially 
conscious perspective rather than a marketing view. The 
study was interested in learning more about the college 
choice process of minority high school students because of 
the author's concern with three disturbing realities in 
higher education. For most minority groups, minority 
9 
students are not (1) attending college; (2) graduating from 
college, nor (3) distributed throughout the higher 
education system as their white counterparts (Carter & 
Wilson, 1989; MacPherson & Shapiro, 1990; Young & Reyes, 
1987) . 
Of particular concern to this research was the third 
reality—the unequal distribution of some minority groups 
throughout the different types of higher education 
institutions. Hispanics in particular are distributed 
disproportionately, with over 55% enrolled in two-year 
colleges during 1990 (Carter & Wilson, 1992). Because 
there is documented unequal distribution of resources among 
these institutions, because there has been documented 
discrimination against minorities in higher education, many 
feel that the American higher education still has serious 
issues confronting it with regard to equal opportunity for 
all students (Ballesteros, 1988; Fiske-Skinner & 
Richardson, 1988; MacPherson & Shapiro, 1990; Olivas, 
1986. ) 
A study of the college choice process of minority 
students will not provide the key to the solution of this 
problem, and researcher have studied many of the student 
background factors which appear to dominate the choices of 
the college-going minority population (Hearn, 1986: Zemsky 
& Oedel, 1983). However, there does seem to be a need to 
find out more about which attributes of colleges are most 
important to minority students when they are in the process 
10 
of selecting the colleges they might attend. Some of the 
attributes which consistently have been found to be 
important to students were mentioned at the beginning of 
this chapter. There is, unfortunately, a paucity of 
published studies to assure us that these attributes are 
also those preferred by minority groups (Litten, 1982; 
Paulsen, 1990). Before proceeding to this attribute 
research, however, it is important to review the models 
which provide helpful guides for viewing the multi-stage, 
interactive, multivariate nature of the college choice 
process. 
Models of College Choice 
Lewis and Morrison's 1975 study for the United States 
Navy provides one of the first comprehensive descriptions 
of the college selection process. Though it is not a 
model, the steps they outline of the process provide the 
underpinnings for the stages of most other models: consult 
source; source provides name of new school, source provides 
information about school; source/information is evaluated; 
school is added; attribute is added to criteria; school 
evaluated for application; school is dropped; application 
to school; accepted at school; rejected at school; decision 
to attend; decision not to attend (Litten, Sullivan, & 
Brodigan, 1983, p. 29). 
Chapman (1981) offered the first widely cited model of 
influences on student college choice (See Figure 1.) 
11 
SES 
APTITUDE 
STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS 
LEVEL OF EDUCATIONAL 
ASPIRATION 
HIGH SCHOOL 
PERFORMANCE 
EXTERNAL INFLUENCES 
SIGNIFICANT INFLUENCES 
FRIENDS 
PARENTS 
HIGH SCHOOL PERSONNEL 
FIXED COLLEGE 
CHARACTERISTICS 
COST (FINANCIAL AID) 
LOCATION 
AVAILABILITY OF 
PROGRAMS 
COLLEGE EFFORTS 
TO COMMUNICATE 
WITH STUDENTS 
WRITTEN INFORMATION 
CAMPUS VISITS 
ADMISSIONS/RECRUIT¬ 
ING 
ENTRY 
TO COLLEGE 
COLLEGE CHOICE 
OF STUDENTS 
GENERAL EXPECTATIONS 
OF COLLEGE LIFE 
STUDENTS CHOICE 
OF COLLEGES 
Figure 1 Chapman's Model of Influences on College Choice 
from "A Model of Student College Choice," by D. W. Chapman, 
1981, Journal of Higher Education, 52 (5), page 492. 
It is an explanatory model which denotes the interactive 
nature of the college choice process. He included 
socioeconomic status, level of educational aspirations, 
aptitude, and high school performance as student 
characteristics which influence the process. External 
influences included significant persons, fixed college 
characteristics, and the college's efforts to communicate 
with students. He noted that the model was more appropriate 
for representing the college choice of traditional-aged 
students, suggesting there were differences in what is 
important to adults in selecting a college. 
12 
Litten (1982) expanded Chapman's model, elaborating 
the student characteristics by distinguishing between 
background variables and personal attributes (see Figure 
2.) 
Indirect Influences and 
Interactions between 
Independent variables 
have not been drawn in 
orter to simplify 
dogra. 
Arrow’s indicate points 
of principal influence, 
with influence generally 
Continuing through 
remainder of process 
Fiqure 2 Litten's Expanded Model of College Choice from 
Different Strokes in the Applicant Pool: Some Refinements 
in a Model of Student Choice: by L. H. Litten, 1982, 
Journal of Higher Education, 53 (4) page 388. 
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He included race as an important background variable, and, 
as mentioned earlier, suggests that future research seg¬ 
menting students by race would add to what is already known 
generally about college choice. He strongly emphasized the 
need to examine group differences in order to articulate 
fully the college choice model. 
Jackson's (1982) "preference," "exclusion," and 
"evaluation" stages are perhaps one of the easiest ways of 
understanding the steps of the process. "Preference" is an 
attitude toward college enrollment in general; "exclusion" 
is the stage where the student forms a college choice set 
(which colleges does the student want to learn more 
about?); and "evaluation" occurs as students weigh the 
advantages and disadvantages of the colleges in their 
choice set and select an institution to enter (cited in 
Hossler & Gallagher, 1987). 
Building on both Litten's expanded model and Jackson's 
work, Hossler and Gallagher's (1987) model reduced the 
specifics of Litten's background variables back to "student 
characteristics" (see Figure 3). They pointed out that, 
". . . certain background characteristics appear to be 
positively correlated with college attendance and are 
cumulative in their effects upon college choice" (Hossler & 
Gallagher, 1987, p. 210). Highlighting socioeconomic 
status as one of the most important background 
characteristics, they cite Peters (1977) who concluded that 
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Model Dimensions 
Influential Factors 
Individual Organizational 
Factors Factors 
Student 
Outcomes 
Predisposition 
(Phase One) 
* Student 
Character-istics 
* Significant 
Others 
* Educational 
Activities 
* School 
Characteristics 
a. College 
options 
Search For 
b. other 
options 
Search 
(Phase Two) 
Student 
preliminary 
college values 
* Student search 
activities 
College and 
University 
search activity 
(search for 
students) 
a. choice set 
b. other 
options 
Choice 
(Phase Three) 
Choice set College and 
University 
courtship 
activities 
* Choice 
Figure 3 Hossler and Gallagher's Three-Phase Model of 
College Choice from "Studying Student College Choice: A 
Three=Phase Model and the Implications for Policy Makers," 
by D. Hossler & K. S. Gallagher, 1987, College and 
University, Spring, page 208. 
high SES students are four times more likely to go to 
college than are low SES students. 
Hossler and Gallagher suggested that the phases of 
"predisposition," " search," and "choice," are affected by 
individual factors and organizational factors which 
interact at different levels throughout the process. "At 
each phase of the student college choice process; 
individual and organizational factors interact to produce 
outcomes. These outcomes influence the college choice 
process" (1987, p. 208). 
Their version of what Chapman calls "College Efforts 
to Communicate with Students" is "College and University 
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Courtship Activities," a far more colorful, and probably 
more accurate, description of what occurs at this stage. 
McNally and Story (1977), found that the fact that a 
student feels "wanted" is important to the decision of 
which college to attend. 
Though there appears to be a consensus growing about 
the features of the college choice process, there are those 
who feel the literature has limitations in its ability to 
explain the many variations of college choice. In 1985, 
Pastor, in his study of enrollment decisions, lamented the 
lack of research on the college choice of community college 
students. In 1990, Smith had a similar critique saying, 
Models of choice are most applicable to the decisions 
of four-year college students and reflect the 
perspectives of four-year college/university 
administrators who view college selection as a process 
consisting of several stages. . . . It is much more 
difficult, if not impossible, to determine the stages 
in decision-making of students who attend public, two- 
year institutions with open enrollment policies. (p. 
110) 
Smith also noted, as Chapman (1981) had earlier, that fur¬ 
ther research was needed on the choices of older students. 
Tierney (1980), in his study of student college choice 
sets called the choice process a "decision-making problem" 
which can be partitioned in several different ways (p. 
272). "Because the manner in which complex decisions are 
partitioned may affect the overall understanding of the 
choice process, these alternative partitions also require 
investigation." (p. 272) 
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He pointed to a lack of research in how college choice 
sets are formed. His study, followed by Zemsky and Oedel's 
study of over half a million high school seniors in the 
eastern third of the United States, added new information 
in this area (1983). Zemsky and Oedel found that college 
choice is a function of family income, parental education, 
and scholastic aptitude as measured by the SAT. However, 
their study was based on where students chose to send their 
SAT scores, thus eliminating those who might have consid¬ 
ered only schools without an SAT requirement and the possi¬ 
bility that students were considering schools with and 
without the requirement. 
Summary 
Each of the models presented offer some unique clarity 
to understanding the college choice process. Chapman's 
model pointed out the importance of the interaction of the 
student's characteristics with the college's 
characteristics to the selection of a college. He also 
noted that the model of college choice does not account for 
the decision of colleges to accept. He said, "The 
essential test of the model is not whether students get 
accepted, but, rather, given the open opportunity, where 
they choose to attend college" (1981). 
Litten's model (1982) broadens our understanding of 
the factors which impact college choice and links them to 
specific stages in the process. Hossler and Gallagher 
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(1987) clarified the outcomes of each of the phases more 
clearly. Jackson's three stages—preference, exclusion, 
and evaluation—illumine the process and appear influential 
in the development of the stages outlined in Hossler, 
Braxton, and Coopersmith's 1989 review of the literature. 
Their stages were as follows: 
(1) formation of college aspirations 
(2) acguisition and examination of information to 
identify application set of institutions 
(3) evaluation of alternatives to make final choice. 
(cited in Paulsen, 1990, p. 36) 
The primary focus of the present study was on the 
stage where minority students are forming their college 
choice sets. Though over ten years have passed since the 
Zemsky and Oedel study, little research has been added 
related to this stage. It was specifically interested in 
getting a sense of how important various college attributes 
are to these students at this juncture of the college 
choice process. The research on college attributes and 
college choice, and its limitations, is discussed in the 
following section. 
College Attributes and College Choice 
Three qualities characterize much of the published 
research on college characteristics and college choice. 
One, most of it has been conducted for marketing purposes. 
That is, individual institutions have surveyed their 
prospects, applicants, admitted and/or enrolling students 
to get a sense of what specific institutional qualities 
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attracted them to their respective institutions. Much of 
this research is found in the professional journal of 
college admissions officers and registrars, College and 
University. 
Two, for the most part, there is consistency in the 
attributes used in the research. Though purposes of this 
research vary to include (1) prediction of which students 
will attend (Cook & Zallocco, 1983; Dembowski, 1980; 
Maguire & Lay, 1981); (2) description of institutional 
image (Huddleston & Karr, 1982; Struckman-Johnson & 
Kinsley, 1985) (3) identification of attributes which 
contribute most to prediction of enrollment; (Cook & 
Zallocco, 1983; Maguire & Lay, 1981); or (4) produce a 
profile of a particular segment of the population's ideal 
college (Huddleston & Karr, 1982; Struckman-Johnson & 
Kinsley, 1985), the list of attributes are remarkably 
similar from instrument to instrument. Methods of data 
collection include, among others, multiple choice 
guestions, Likert scales, open-ended questions, the 
semantic differential, or some combination of these. 
Thirdly, few studies used a high school sample as the 
group, or one of the groups, being studied. Those who have 
included high school students have found most of the same 
college characteristics to be important as those who have 
used college student samples (Leslie, Johnson & Carlson, 
1977; Litten, Sullivan, & Brodigan 1983; Murphy, 1981; 
Struckman-Johnson & Kinsley, 1985). Academic reputation 
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consistently emerged as number one in importance to high 
school students. 
Interest in college choice from the perspective of 
enrollment management has mushroomed during recent years as 
the pool of traditional-aged students has declined. One of 
the more recent research reviews, an ASHE-ERIC report, is 
entitled College Choice: Understanding Student Enrollment 
Behavior (Paulsen, 1990). Paulsen said that market 
research is consistent with the role of the report because 
"It is through the process and technigues of academic 
market research that student enrollment behavior is studied 
from the perspective of individual institutions" (p. 61). 
In his review of research on college attributes, he 
summarized the results of ten studies which describe ten 
characteristics which have been found to distinguish 
between matriculating (those who choose to attend a 
particular college) and non-matriculating students (those 
who choose not to attend a particular college). They are 
1. cost 6. quality 
2. financial aid 7. social atmosphere 
3. programs 8. athletics 
4. size 9. religious emphasis 
5. location 10. jobs available 
(Paulsen, 1990, pp. 60-61). 
Litten, Sullivan and Brodigan (1983) described the 
results of their six-market study conducted through the 
auspices of Carleton College and the College Board in their 
book Academic Marketing and College Admissions. They 
lamented that this is unusual, that a college would share 
the results of its marketing study, and insisted that this 
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is legitimate research and should be subject to academic 
rather than commercial standards. 
The College Board has made available to any 
institution willing to purchase it the Admitted Student 
Questionnaire (ASQ), and its even more marketing-oriented 
second generation version, ASQ Plus. This service includes 
analysis of the results for each institution plus norms 
based on results from other participating institutions. The 
questionnaire allows an institution to collect information 
about the enrollment decisions of its admitted students, 
with comparisons of matriculating and non-matriculating 
students. The college attributes included derive from much 
of the research cited here. Over 200 institutions have 
taken advantage of this service. The results are generally 
not reported by ethnic perspectives in the national norms. 
However, individual institutions have the option to segment 
the findings for different groups. The author 
unsuccessfully pursued information that an analysis of the 
1988 national ASQ data included a minority segmentation. 
From the view of the social science researcher, 
however, there are a number of serious limitations to this 
research for identifying college characteristics which 
loom as important to high school students at the search 
stage of the college choice process. The six-market study, 
in spite of the comprehensiveness of its questionnaire and 
its ambitious reach, included items which clearly 
represented the interest of Carleton College. This was not 
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the disinterested research required by social science 
standards. 
Other studies which used samples or populations of 
students who had made some sort of commitment to the 
college performing the research make generalization of 
results difficult, if not impossible. The value, 
therefore, to explaining more about the process of college 
choice is marginal at best. 
However, these studies did show some consistency of 
results with the annual study of college freshmen trends 
conducted by the Cooperative Institutional Research Program 
(CIRP) since 1966. In 1991, this study surveyed over 421 
colleges and universities and included 210,000 responses 
(Collison, 1992). Attributes which have for the past ten 
years been rated very important for selecting a college 
include, 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5 . 
Ranking 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5 . 
College has good academic reputation. 
Graduates get good jobs. 
Offered financial assistance. 
Graduates go to top grad schools. 
College has low tuition. 
at the lower end of importance are, 
College representative recruited me. 
Teacher advised me. 
Advice of guidance counselor. 
Athletic department recruited me. 
Relatives wanted me to come here. (Dey, 
Korn, 1991) 
Astin, & 
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The level of importance of various reasons has 
remained relatively stable in the last ten years with a few 
exceptions. In 1991 "academic reputation" dropped from a 
high of 59.2 in 1986 to 51.1, the lowest in ten years. 
"Low tuition," on the other hand, jumped from a low of 20.6 
in 1982, to 27.7 in 1991. Even more dramatic, "offered 
financial assistance" rose from a low of 16.7 in 1982 to 
27.8 in 1991, a reflection of the 1990's poor economy and 
increased tuition at most colleges and universities. 
Popularity of items added in 1991 to the survey is 
relevant to this study. Thirty-five percent of 1991 
enrolling freshmen gave size of the college as a very 
important reason for enrolling. On the other hand, only 
7.4% gave racial or ethnic make up of student body as an 
important reason. Results are not reported by ethnic group 
(Fact File, 1992) . 
Summary 
Researchers seem to have a good deal of confidence in 
the types of attributes which are most likely to be of 
importance to students in selecting a college. However, 
because of the limitations that have been cited, further 
investigation of the attributes which may be important to 
minority high school students at the search stage of 
college choice was reguired. It also was necessary to 
consider the importance of other attributes which might 
have special relevance to minority students when selecting 
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a college choice set. A discussion of possible attributes 
followed by a review of the few studies of minority student 
college choice highlight this need. 
Institutional Characteristics and Minority Students 
Studies of minority college students revealed that 
these students were more likely to succeed in colleges with 
certain institutional characteristics (Ackermann, 1990; 
Cross & Astin, 1981; Crosson, 1988; Gosman, Dandridge, 
Nettles & Thoeny, 1983; Green, 1989; Fiske-Skinner & Rich¬ 
ardson, 1988). A good deal of this research has been done 
in the area of campus climate as it affects minority 
student retention. Ackermann (1990) summarized as 
follows: 
Research studies investigating attrition of 
minority students at four-year institutions have 
indicated that student success is based partly on 
past academic preparation and achievement, partly 
on demographic variables, and partly on student 
satisfaction and fit. (p. 4) 
Student-institution fit was examined in 1972 by 
Rootman, who based his study on Biddle and Thomas' person- 
role-fit model. In his study of 343 Coast Guard Academy 
cadets, Rootman used a wide variety of methods including 
interviews with faculty, administrators, and students, 
review of student records and published Coast Guard 
materials, and questionnaires to students and superiors of 
cadets. He sought to discover how the students' personal 
qualities "fit" the role of cadet. He also examined the 
student's fit with the academy social group. His findings 
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supported his view that voluntary student withdrawal is a 
result of the failure of the adult socialization process 
(cited in Bean, 1982, p. 19). 
This research has special significance to this study. 
How prevalent is minority student concern with selecting a 
college where they will "fit" most successfully? What are 
the institutional attributes which are highly attractive to 
them? Figures on the graduation rates of minority 
students, particularly African-Americans, Hispanics, and 
Native Americans, suggest that these students do not always 
select a college in which their chances of success are 
increased (Carter & Wilson, 1989). 
Tinto (1987) and others have pointed out that student 
retention is related to both academic and social 
integration into the institution (Bean, 1982; Spady, 1971). 
Fiske-Skinner and Richardson (1988) note the critical 
significance of this to minority students: "Given the 
current socioeconomic status of blacks, Hispanics, and 
American Indians, the disparities in parental education and 
income, the deficiencies in schooling and so on—relatively 
few minority students will fit the profile of the well- 
prepared students . . ." (p. 43). 
Concerns with both the academic and social integration 
of minority students has led to the development of programs 
which provide academic assistance and counseling to aid 
students' campus socialization process. Many colleges have 
developed "bridge" programs which characteristically are 
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six to eight week summer programs designed to help students 
make the transition to college (Ackermann, 1990; Fiske- 
Skinner & Richardson, 1988; Gates, 1989; Green, 1989; 
Magner, 1989). Many of these programs have assistance 
activities throughout the student's first year at college 
and beyond (Gates, 1989; Magner, 1989). 
Two of these programs have been evaluated and 
recognized for their success. One is the Freshman Summer 
Program and Transfer Summer Program at UCLA (Ackermann, 
1990). A second program, Delaware State College's Project 
Freshman Attrition Reduction (Project FAR), reduced the 
dropout rate from 44% to 26% in three years through its 
program of orientation, counseling, tutoring and human 
development workshops (Gates, 1989). Delaware State is a 
historically black institution, suggesting that even though 
black students have better retention rates than whites in 
historically black colleges, the college environment itself 
requires special transitional programs for some students 
(Gosman, et al., 1983). 
Though academic and social support programs are not 
without their critics (Anderson, 1989), there is some 
evidence that many have increased minority students' 
chances of success in college. How the presence of these 
programs may affect the pre-selection of the college who 
has one, however, is not clear in the college choice 
literature. 
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There are other college characteristics pointed to in 
the research which seem to have some effect on minority 
student retention. The presence of diversity on campus 
appears to be important. Though minorities represented 
less than 11% in national figures for faculty (Green, 
1989), Ramirez and Thayer stated that, 
[A] . . . basic part of the campus climate is the 
faculty, both in terms of its composition and the 
involvement of individual faculty members with 
students. The literature is clear on the importance of 
having significant minority representation within the 
permanent faculty and in prominent administrative 
positions. (1989, p. 47) 
Green (1989) added support: "Research has shown that 
"multicultural campuses (campuses with 30% or more minority 
enrollment) are most conducive to the success of minority 
students" (p. 116). 
There are two findings of the retention literature 
which should be noted here. One, research has found that 
student-faculty interactions positively affect student 
persistence (Spady, 1971; Tinto, 1986). And, two, 
Pascarella and Terenzini (1977) reported that students who 
have a high frequency of contact with faculty have entering 
characteristics more consistent with those of their 
institution's faculty. The implication of this is if close 
student-faculty interaction is important to minority 
college students, they might find it more difficult to 
achieve in an institution with few faculty like them. 
27 
The provision of a hospitable environment for minority 
students is critical to their success, but there is a 
perception that not all colleges are providing this: 
While we do not know the scope and depth of racist and 
discriminating attitudes and behaviors, it is clear 
that predominantly White four year colleges and 
universities have somehow failed to live up to their 
ideals as civil and tolerant social communities which 
respect diversity and pluralism. It is also clear 
that many minority students perceive predominantly 
White campuses to be hostile to their interest and 
needs. (Crosson, 1987, p. 33) 
Whether or not a college environment which is hospitable to 
minority students has particular importance to them when 
selecting colleges to which to apply has not been fully 
demonstrated in the college choice literature. 
To make campuses more welcoming to minorities, some 
have called for transforming the college curriculum to 
include a broader array of multicultural perspectives 
(Fiske-Skinner & Richardson, 1988; Green, 1989; Ross, 1989; 
Wilson & Justiz, 1988). How much significance the presence 
of such changes has to minority high school seniors as they 
consider colleges is also not known. 
To this point the discussion has focused on 
institutional attributes which are part of the campus 
climate which influence the retention of minority students. 
These attributes, it is speculated, may be of some 
importance to minority students as they select colleges to 
attend. 
The final attribute to be studied here has immediate 
significance to the student at the point of deciding where 
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to apply—standardized tests such as the SAT or the ACT. 
There was little evidence that standardized tests by 
themselves play a major role in determining college choice 
(Manski & Wise, 1983: Zemsky & Odel, 1983). There was, 
however, some research to suggest that they might bear a 
closer look in this area (Hiss, 1986; Pennock-Roman, 1986). 
Pennock-Roman (1986) did an interesting study in which 
she evaluated various psychometric models for fairness in 
selective admissions. She then contrasted them with 
current practices. Her study found that,"It appears that 
[admissions] committees admit greater numbers of minorities 
than prescribed by even the most liberal selection models.” 
(p. 271) She went on to say that, 
At the undergraduate level, the problem of self- 
selection is even more critical than how to help 
admissions committees determine who is to be admitted. 
A large part of the problem is that minority students 
tend to apply to two-year institutions and to the 
least selective four-year institutions. Research 
should concentrate on ways to counsel minority 
students to take standardized tests and apply to 
higher quality institutions. (p. 274) 
Manski and Wise(1983) drew a similar conclusion, and 
reported that, though test scores alone do not limit 
students, the screening process operates more in the 
student's decision than in the college's decision. 
In their study in conjunction with the College Board, 
Zemsky and Oedel (1983) tried to determine how important 
the SAT score itself was in determining a student's college 
choice set. Though they found that the SAT played an 
important role, they concluded it was not a dominant one. 
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They considered parental income, parental education and 
ambitions for an advanced degree, as well as SAT scores, 
and found "... the process of college choice is largely a 
function of family habit and condition" (Zemsky, 1986, p. 
112) . 
In 1984 Bates College voted to make SAT scores 
optional for admission. Hiss (1986), in his research on 
the decision's initial impact, found the following: 
1. The number of applications increased. 
2. The academic guality of the applicant pool was 
sustained. 
3. The pool revealed growth in geographic and 
minority diversity. (p. 17) 
Without a doubt, other factors could be at work in 
increasing the pool of minority students. However, the 
study appears to have implications for the impact of the 
SAT on minority students' college choice. 
It is important to remember at this point that this is 
a study of college choice, and it is not concerned with the 
impact of the standardized testing at the point of the 
college's decision to select or not select. Given the 
implications of the research just discussed, and the 
susceptibility described by Astin (1985) of students to 
respond to the "folklore" about institutions, some of which 
relates to the level of standardized test scores admitted, 
it seems to be an attribute worth investigating in a study 
of college choice. 
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Summary 
Indications from research on minority students were 
that institutions which have summer programs designed to 
facilitate academic and social integration, visible 
diversity of faculty and staff, a clear message that 
multicultural perspectives are included in the curriculum, 
and student diversity were more likely to successfully 
retain these students. These specific institutional 
attributes may signal to prospective applicants that the 
college has a hospitable environment for minority students. 
To learn more about their importance to minority students 
when they select colleges to attend, this study will 
include these attributes. 
Also, because some research suggested that a student's 
SAT score may place limits on the types of colleges 
selected, the study will also seek to learn more about its 
importance in the college search process (Manski & Wise, 
1983; Penn-Roman, 1986; Zemsky & Oedel, 1983. The fact 
that community colleges or other two-year colleges usually 
do not require the SAT, or other standardized testing for 
admission, and yet enroll more Hispanic students than any 
other type of institution, also makes it important to 
include it here as an attribute of college choice (Breland, 
Wilder, & Robertson, 1986; Carter & Wilson, 1992). 
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Minority Student College Choice 
Findings related to the college selection process of 
minority students, as found thus far, are extremely 
limited. First of all, most of the findings emerged from 
general studies of college choice which have been segmented 
by race (Lewis & Morrison, 1975; Litten, Sullivan & 
Brodigan, 1983). Some studies were further limited by age 
of the study and size of sample (Hearn, 1984; Lewis & 
Morrison, 1975; Litten, Sullivan & Brodigan, 1983). 
Finally, there were very few studies which exclusively 
focused on college selection. 
Hearn's (1984) research was representative of the 
sociological orientation which was concerned with "the 
relative roles of various personal characteristics in 
affecting the college destinations of educationally 
aspiring youth" (p. 22). Hearn found that, "It appears 
that both the academically and socioeconomically "rich" 
become richer (i.e., attend schools having superior 
intellectual and material resources) while the academically 
and socioeconomically "poor" become poorer." (p. 22) 
Hearn concluded that the results of his study do 
suggest inequity in the college choice process, though it 
may be more in class-related factors than in ascriptive 
(includes race) factors. His results were limited by the 
underrepresentation of minorities in the sample as well as 
by the age of the study. 
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Lewis and Morrison (1975) reported their data by race. 
(They conducted interviews with 57 blacks and eight 
whites.) Because of the age of the study and the small 
sample, the findings were limited though thought-provoking: 
1. Blacks start their college selection process 
later than whites and appear to consider more 
schools. 
2. Black students ask for information more often 
than white students. 
3. Visits to schools and contact with college 
representatives ranked higher as sources of 
information. (Guidance counselors and parents 
ranked higher with whites) (cited in Litten 1982, 
p. 389). 
Black students perceived need for information was also 
illustrated in Jackson's (1988) study of academically 
capable black students. He found that lack of adequate 
interaction between counselors, parents, and the community 
limited formation of goals to attend college. 
Litten (1982) cautiously offered findings from his 
six-market study. The samples were taken from 1977 and 
1978 juniors, 1,207 of whom were white, 47 Asian, 20 black, 
and 8 Hispanic. He reported as follows: 
1. Racial differences in ratings of college attributes 
were negligible. 
2. Blacks rated financial aid as more important than 
whites. 
3. Blacks were more interested in students' social 
backgrounds, (p. 390) 
Litten, Sullivan and Brodigan (1983) did not include a 
description of the data by racial breakdown in their book 
describing the six-market study, Applying Market Research 
33 
in College Admissions. The book did, however, amplify 
what is meant by "students social backgrounds." The 
student questionnaire item asks students to rate the 
importance of "Students from varied social backgrounds" as 
a college attribute. The implication here was that it is 
important to black students that there are other black 
students on campus. 
What these two studies seemed to suggest, at least for 
black students, is summed up by Litten: 
It appears that individual colleges may well have to 
be prepared to use a wider variety of information 
channels when they seek to recruit blacks, and because 
of the competition to work harder to get their specif¬ 
ic institutional message heard by this population 
(1982, p. 397). 
In one study which was primarily interested in the 
college choice process of Chicano students. Post (1990) 
looked at how perceptions of the cost of college affected 
the plans of Chicano seniors to attend. He surveyed 657 
seniors at a high school with a large number of Chicano 
students. 
He found that merely being Chicano had no role in 
determining whether a student sought to attend college. 
But he did find that linguistic minority students knew the 
least about the actual cost of college—and that the effect 
of perceived cost is greater in this group than any other 
"each additional thousand dollars that the respondent 
expected to pay meant a 3.5% decrease in the likelihood of 
planning to attend" (p. 181). 
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Post also found that 61% of the seniors surveyed said 
that they had college plans. He compared that with the 
usual college going rates of seniors at that high school 
and observed (because the college going rates were 
considerably lower percent), "The prevalence of college 
plans in our sample underscores the fact that the analysis 
of students' plans is conceptually different from the 
analysis of behavior" (p. 177). 
Before concluding this section, it will be helpful to 
give some perspective on the popularity of various program 
areas for minority students. As an attribute of colleges, 
availability and/or quality of a specific program rank very 
high as an important college characteristic (Dey, Astin & 
Korn, 1991; Paulsen, 1990). Using figures on baccalaureate 
degrees awarded to Asian Americans, African Americans, 
Hispanic and white students from the American Council on 
Education's Tenth Annual Status Report on Minorities in 
Higher Education, it is possible to get some sense of 
current minority interest in several program areas (Carter 
& Wilson, 1992). 
For African American students, the number of degrees 
in engineering in 1989 continued its decline from 1976 
totals, dropping 7.5% from 1987 alone. Though more degrees 
were awarded in the social sciences in 1989 than the two 
previous years, this small increase (9.4%) follows a 40.8% 
from 1976 to 1989. Interest in education appeared to 
stabilize in 1989 after suffering a 70.2% decline from 1976 
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to 1989. The most popular program in 1989 for African 
Americans was business, showing an increase of 59% over 
1976 similar to that for whites, at 65%. 
Though Hispanic women increased their numbers of 
engineering degrees, it was not enough to offset losses by 
Hispanic men, showing an overall decline of 7.5% from 1987 
to 1989. Numbers of social science degrees increased, in 
particular for women, who registered 32.1% growth over 
1987. Small gains were made in education but not enough to 
offset a 19% loss since 1976. Business degrees, which had 
increased 183.2% from 1976 to 1989, continued to increase 
with a 3.1% gain since 1987. 
Asian Americans experienced major increases in 
business and social science degrees, gaining 33.9% and 
35.7% respectively since 1987. The only area, in fact, 
where gains over 1987 were not registered, was for Asian 
American men in education, where a 12.5% drop was seen. 
From 1976-1989 engineering degrees increased 622.1% and 
from 1987 to 1989 continued to increase (7.9%). 
In contrast, white students showed growth in education 
after a 34.9% decline from 1976. Engineering degrees 
showed a 9.2% decline after a 70.7% increase between 1976 
and 1989. Biological life sciences registered a decline 
for white and Hispanic students, while blacks experienced 
small increases (6%) and Asian Americans increased (12.6% 
since 1987). All groups except whites experienced single 
digit growth in the health professions. 
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Though the research reviewed in this section has limi¬ 
tations in some areas, it did suggest that there are 
differences in how some minority students go through the 
college selection process. At least one study revealed that 
black students start the process later than white students. 
Other research supports the inclusion of certain college 
attributes in this study, most notably, cost, financial aid 
opportunities, and social backgrounds of students. 
Variances in interest in some majors also suggest different 
perspectives. In addition, the influence of parents and 
guidance counselors, as well as the efforts of the 
institution, appears to differ in importance for some 
minority students and will be considered in this study. 
Conclusions 
This review of the research and literature of college 
choice, which includes related research on minority 
students, has been conducted to find out how the process of 
college choice has been studied and what has been learned 
about it. Several conclusions can be drawn as a result of 
this review. 
The models of college choice increase understanding of 
the multi-stage, multivariate, interactive qualities of the 
college choice process. They included college attributes 
as factors which interact with student background 
characteristics to influence choice. They suggested the 
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primary importance of student characteristics and at least 
one explicitly identified race as important to the college 
choice process (Litten, 1982). However, though 
sociologists have frequently looked at race and college 
choice with regard to educational aspirations and social 
mobility, further research on the college choice process of 
minority students is required to verify that existing 
models of college choice represent the process equally well 
for different groups of students. 
In 1982 Litten called for such research. However, ten 
years later there is little evidence on which to base any 
firm conclusions about how different minority groups select 
colleges. Studies of minority student college choice were 
generally limited by both age and size of sample. 
Secondly, research on the kinds of institutional 
attributes minority students consider important in 
selecting their colleges was limited by the purposes for 
which most of this research was conducted. Academic 
marketing research generally included attributes of a 
particular institution, as well as common attributes, and 
used a sample of students who had selected the institution 
either as their final choice or in some preliminary way. 
Though findings from this research were usually similar to, 
and often confirmed by, the CIRP data, they were limited 
because of the nature of the samples (Dey, Astin & Korn, 
1991). Many of the studies were further limited for the 
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purposes of this research, because information was 
collected from students after enrollment. 
The primary focus of this study was on students before 
they made a commitment to an institution. More research is 
needed to delineate further what is important at the search 
stage of the college choice process. Manski and Wise 
(1983), Pennock-Roman (1986), Tierney (1983) and Zemsky and 
Oedel (1983) all suggested that there are limitations 
placed on choice before admissions committees ever have the 
opportunity to select. Though these limitations are 
primarily related to student characteristics, a study of 
college attributes which are important at this stage was 
needed to suggest other areas in which these limitations 
may lie. 
The primary background factor with which this study is 
concerned is ethnicity, or race. It was interested in how 
different racial/ethnic groups of students responded to 
various institutional characteristics. In particular, how 
would different minority groups rate the importance of 
selected institutional attributes? At least one study 
(Litten, 1982) found that racial differences in ratings of 
college attributes were negligible. However, that study is 
now dated and also limited by size of minority sample. A 
study which includes many of the attributes studied 
previously was presently needed to see if confidence in 
this earlier finding is warranted. 
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This review also concludes that there is evidence to 
suggest that there may be other as yet untested attributes 
of institutions that may have acquired significance for 
minority students selecting colleges to attend. Studies of 
college climate found that minority retention was improved 
when certain environmental characteristics are present. If 
Astin's "folklore" of institutions theory holds true, then 
acquired awareness of aspects of college climate hospitable 
to other minority students may make these aspects important 
in college choice. 
Finally, there was enough in the literature reviewed 
here to suggest that the SAT needs further study to 
determine its potency in college choice. By including it 
as a college attribute, the study sought to learn whether 
it is important to minority students in selecting colleges 
to attend. 
The conclusions drawn from this literature and 
research review support the need for this study. In order 
to increase understanding of college choice, attention must 
be paid to the possibility that different racial/ethnic 
groups may differ in their views as to what is important in 
their choices. 
The study took care to include consideration of 
research findings which demonstrated that certain college 
environmental attributes were significant to the success of 
enrolled minority students. It surmised that it is 
possible that these attributes may have acquired some 
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importance to minority high school seniors as they select 
colleges to attend. 
Anyone who has ever gone through the process of 
choosing a college realizes that certain features of 
institutions possess more attraction than others and guide 
the selection process. This person may also know of at 
least one or two other attributes not mentioned here that 
were highly influential in the final choice, i. e., I can 
live with my grandmother. The purpose of this study was to 
learn whether the institutional attributes previously 
studied would be of similar importance to minority students 
and test the importance of other attributes suggested in 
the literature of college climate and retention. 
Figures on minority college enrollment suggested that 
some minority groups were more limited in their college 
choices than others (Carter & Wilson, 1992; Young & Reyes, 
1987). By looking at what was important to these minority 
groups in the process of college choice, the study sought 
to discover whether the college choice process was 
different for Asian-American, black, Cape Verdean, and 
Hispanic high school seniors and to provide a new 
perspective on why they make the choices they do. 
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CHAPTER 3 
RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 
The purpose of this study was to find out more about 
the college choice process of minority high school seniors. 
The study questions included: 
1. Do minority high school seniors consider important the 
same college characteristics and attributes the 
literature of college choice suggests? 
2. Do minority students consider important other aspects 
of colleges, such as those attributes suggested in the 
college climate and retention literature as 
influential to the success of minority students? 
More specifically, the study sought to find out the 
following: 
1. At what point in the college choice process are 
minority students at the mid-point of their senior 
year? How does this change in May of their senior 
year? 
2. Will certain college characteristics be more important 
to one minority group than to another? 
3. Will the attributes derived from the literature of 
college climate and student retention be of more, 
less, or of comparable importance to minority students 
than other attributes? 
4. When students list the college they have selected to 
attend, how will what they say about what was the 
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deciding factor compare to their ratings of attributes 
in January? 
5. What can be learned about the breadth of college 
choice sets of these students? Will there be patterns 
suggesting popularity of community colleges, public 
colleges, historically black colleges, or other 
institutional types? 
6. Will the findings for each group confirm or differ 
from the general findings in the college choice 
literature? 
Research Design 
This is a descriptive study employing a post facto 
design. According to Borg and Gall(1983), "Descriptive 
research seeks to characterize a sample of students, 
teachers, school buildings, textbooks, and so forth on one 
or more variables" (p. 30). 
Pastor(1985) related that "Descriptive research 
methodology focuses on the identification of relationships 
without the benefit of laboratory conditions" (p. 86). He 
cited Hopkins (1980): 
Most educational research guestions that inguire about 
a current state or condition reguire the strategy of 
descriptive research. Such research has two basic 
uses: (1) to assist administrators in making decisions 
within their particular scope of control, and (2) to 
generate knowledge about educational concerns. (p. 
86) 
This study's purpose falls more in line with the 
latter of Hopkins' basic uses. The study wanted to find 
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out if racial/ethnic background enters into the process of 
college choice with possible implications for college 
access. 
Post facto research, according to Sprinthall(1987) is 
A type of research that, while not allowing for the 
direct cause-and-effect conclusions, does allow the 
researcher to make better than chance predictions. In 
research, subjects are measured on one response dimen¬ 
sion, and these measures are compared with other trait 
or response measures. (p. 423) 
A major limitation to post facto research, according 
to Sprinthall, is that, "In post facto research, there are 
always a host of other, possibly influential, variables 
that are flying around in the background and are under 
nobody's control" (p. 229). 
However, Sprinthall asserted that post facto studies 
which provide information on the independent variable 
enable the researcher to make above chance predictions 
about performance on the dependent variables. Post facto 
research, therefore "... may provide important clues that 
might later be used to home in on causation" (Sprinthall, 
1987, p. 372). 
The college choice process has been described in the 
literature as a multi-stage, multivariate, interactive 
process. As part of the intent of this study was to 
describe the college choice process of a variety of 
racial/ethnic groups over as many important college choice 
variables as could be included in a manageable study, the 
design reflects a variety of data analysis strategies 
derived from number of previous studies. 
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The work of Hossler and Gallagher (1987) on college 
choice stage was critical to the development of the stage 
matrix used in this study. The matrix is described later 
in the section on data analysis. The work of Cook and 
Zalloco (1983), Maguire and Lay (1983), and the CIRP annual 
survey were influential in the development of the college 
attribute items. 
Zemsky and Oedel (1983), whose work confirmed the 
value of a regional study, contributed to the development 
of the format for analyzing the individual college choice 
characteristics. Their work, by showing how college 
choices varied over a number of college characteristics by 
region, formed the basis for this aspect of the present 
study which further broke down college choice 
characteristics by racial/ethnic group. 
Finally, studies of college climate and retention, 
including Crosson, 1987, Fiske-Skinner and Richardson, 
1988, Ramirez and Thayer, 1989 and Wilson and Justiz, 1987- 
88, contributed to the speculative development of 
attributes which might be considered important particularly 
by minority students during the college choice process. 
These attributes included "Student and faculty ethnic 
diversity," "Excellent minority social opportunities," 
College has support programs to help me succeed," and 
"Programs of study include people of different cultures." 
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Methodology 
This section is divided into three parts which 
describe the following: (1) population of the study, 
(2) data collection and (3) data analysis. Each of the 
research strategies drawn from the literature is detailed 
below. 
Population of the Study 
Several criteria were set for the selection of the 
population of this study: 
1. to insure that a large number of students were 
actively in the college search process during the 
senior year, the population selected was high school 
seniors. 
2. to limit examination of differences in college choice 
to a single geographic region, high schools in a 
specific region of Massachusetts were selected. 
3. to increase the number of minority students within the 
high school group, high schools in the region with the 
greatest percentage of minority students were 
selected. 
4. proximity to the researcher. 
Zemsky and Oedel (1983) found that the state of 
Massachusetts was the most successful in retaining its 
native population, having two-thirds of its students 
attending in-state institutions. Combine this figure with 
the fact that over 60% of the freshmen entering college in 
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1991 reported they went to a college within 100 miles of 
their home and a study of students in a specific region in 
Massachusetts seemed further validated (Fact File, 1992). 
A further consideration was the presence in the region 
of a rich diversity of higher education institutions, 
including two community colleges, one state college, two 
state universities, one Catholic college, and one selective 
private institution. These institutions and recent 
minority enrollments are listed in Table 1. Figures for 
the state flagship institution located less than 100 miles 
away from most of the high schools in this study are also 
included here. 
The study intended to include all Asian, black, Cape 
Verdean and Hispanic high school seniors from the five 
public high schools in the following cities and towns: 
Brockton, New Bedford, Randolph, Taunton and Wareham. 
Table 2 describes the population figures for blacks, 
Asians, and Hispanics for these communities. Although a 
state statute gives Cape Verdeans minority status in 
several areas, specific figures on the Cape Verdean 
population are embedded in census figures for whites, 
blacks, and other minorities. All of these communities 
have a ten percent or greater minority population. 
Brockton has experienced a 35% increase in minority 
population since 1980 (Hoey, 1992). Of the high schools 
studied here, Brockton also has the highest percentage of 
minorities. Table 3 describes projected minority high 
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Table 1 
1988 Minority Enrollment of Southeastern Massachusetts 
Higher Education Institutions 
Institution* BCC MCC UM-B BSC SC UM-D WC 
TOTAL 
ENROLLMENT 2,905 4,209 8,889 6,127 3,054 6,138 : L, 166 
Asian 31 45 402 32 6 90 20 
Black 30 171 653 94 13 69 25 
Cape Verdean 46 34 37 34 — 69 — 
Hispanic 31 45 238 34 10 48 9 
*BCC - Bristol Community College, 2-year public 
MCC - Massasoit Community College, 2-year public 
UM-B - University of Massachusetts-Boston, 4-year public 
BSC - Bridgewater State College, 4-year public 
SC - Stonehill College, 4-year Catholic 
UM-D - University of Massachusetts-Dartmouth, 4-year 
public 
WC - Wheaton College, 4-year private 
Note. From Massachusetts Higher Education Coordinating 
Council (1992) Unpublished Raw Data. 
Table 2 
1990 Minority Populations of Selected Communities 
Community Total 
Population Asian Black White 
Hispanic 
Non-white 
Randolph 30,093 1,675 2,456 294 101 
Taunton 49,832 227 1,000 1,702 135 
New Bedford 99,922 404 4,069 3,200 577 
Wareham 19,232 91 476 235 46 
Brockton 92,788 1,589 12,028 2,564 1,187 
Note. From 1990 U.S. Census Data 
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Table 3 
1993 Projected Minority High School Graduates - Selected 
High Schools 
Hispanic 
High School Asian Black White Non-white 
Brockton 24 185 73 76 
New Bedford 11 102 31 42 
Randolph 16 28 5 14 
Taunton 3 15 21 10 
Wareham — 29 2 — 
TOTALS 54 359 132 142 
Note. From Individual School Reports, Oct. 1, 1990, 
Massachusetts Department of Education Bureau of Data 
Collection. 
school graduates for 1993 at the selected high schools for 
the Asian, black, and Hispanic student populations. 
Underlying the selection of the four populations was 
the researcher's concern with minority attendance and 
representation overall in the higher education system. 
(For recent college attendance patterns for the United 
States and Massachusetts, see Table 4). Of particular note 
are the enrollment figures for black students in 
Massachusetts. At four year institutions, 4.3% of the 
students are black; at two year institutions, 8.0% are 
black. Other reasons for selecting the four populations 
vary. Asian/Pacific Islanders are enrolling in college at 
a greater rate than any other racial/ethnic group and are 
the fastest growing population in the United States. With 
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Table 4 
United States and Massachusetts 1988 High School Graduates 
and First Time Freshmen by Racial/Ethnic Group Percentage 
and Institutional Type 
% 
UNITED STATES 
of all seniors 
graduating 
% of all 
first-time freshman 
2-yr. 4-vr 
African Americans 13.0 9.8 10.3 
Asian Americans 3.0 3.5 3.8 
Latinos 6.1 8.1 4.0 
Whites 77.2 76.1 79.6 
MASSACHUSETTS 
African Americans 5.3 8.0 4.3 
Asian Americans 2.0 2.9 4.5 
Latinos 3.3 5.3 2.9 
Whites 89.2 81.8 84.8 
Note. From The Road to Colleae, (1991) • 
the increases in the population of more recent immigrant 
groups—Vietnamese, Laotians, Kampucheans—there is a 
decrease in the percentages of the population of Japanese-, 
Chinese-, and Filipino Americans (The Road to College, 
1991) . 
Asian Americans also have educational attainment 
levels which surpass all other populations. The largest 
increase in this population is expected in the Northeast 
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(101%). Though this population is presently the smallest 
minority group in the communities to be studied, the 
predicted growth and the difference in its educational 
attainment made its inclusion important. 
Though the African-American population increased 
nearly 12% between 1980 and 1989, the number of African- 
American high school graduates is expected to decline six 
percent by 1995. Of more serious concern, the 
representation of African-Americans in higher education 
remains well below their representation in the college-age 
population (Carter & Wilson, 1989). This fact testifies to 
the importance of increasing understanding of what may be 
important in their college choice process. In this study, 
African-American students were included with Caribbean 
students, most notably Haitian, in the black student group. 
The Cape Verdean population, whose origin is in the 
Cape Verde islands off the west coast of Africa, has one of 
the largest United States settlements in southeastern 
Massachusetts. Though public higher educational 
institutions are required to count Cape Verdean students as 
a separate ethnic group, United States census data and 
Massachusetts Department of Education figures do not 
include them. Cape Verdeans have both black African and 
white racial origins and many have both backgrounds. (See 
Glossary of Minority Racial/Ethnic References.) With their 
independence from Portugal in 1975, Cape Verdean Americans 
have developed a strong national identity, preferring to be 
51 
considered neither black nor white, but Cape Verdean 
(Thernstrom 1980). Nothing has been found related to their 
college-going behavior. 
The fourth group in the study is referred to as 
Hispanic in educational and United States census data. 
However, the 1991 WICHE/College Board report The Road To 
College included this group in it definition of the Latino 
population: "Latinos may be of any race. Latino refers to 
all persons of Mexican-American, Puerto Rican, Cuban, or 
other Central/South American or Spanish origin" (p. 29) 
(see Glossary.) 
Massachusetts is one of the states with the largest 
Latino high school enrollments. The number of Latino high 
school graduates is expected to increase 243% in the 
Northeast over the next decade. Though the number of 
Latino students in the southeastern Massachusetts region is 
relatively small, the projected growth of this group, 
coupled with the fact that proportionately they are far 
less represented in higher education that whites, suggest 
differences which reguire their inclusion here (Olivas, 
1986; The Road to College, 1991). In this study, this 
group is referred to as Hispanic for consistency with most 
reported data. 
Native American students were not included in this 
study. Less than one percent of Massachusetts students are 
Native Americans. 
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When collecting information from the students, it was 
important to allow the widest possible number of options 
for them to identify their racial/ethnic group. For 
example, the black population of Brockton includes 
Haitians, Africans and African-Americans. Some Cape 
Verdeans consider themselves black. The diversity of 
backgrounds, as defined earlier of the Latino population, 
can also be found in southeastern Massachusetts. Though 
the focus of the research was primarily on the four groups 
as defined above, data on the white students included in 
the study assumed more importance as it acquired value for 
both comparison and contrast among groups and with the 
literature. 
Data Collection 
Data for this study was collected from two written 
questionnaires, High School Seniors Survey I and High 
School Seniors Survey II. (See Appendices A and B for 
copies of these questionnaires and letters of approval.) 
For simplicity here, the questionnaires will be primarily 
referred to as Survey I, or January survey, and Survey II, 
or May survey. 
Selection of the survey method was based on the 
following: 
1. the desire to collect original data on a population 
too large to observe directly. 
2. to provide data in a variety of formats similar to 
previous college choice research for ease of com¬ 
parison. (Babbie, 1989) 
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A study of the process of college choice for a number 
of different populations seemed to demand the survey method 
here, particularly as its use was described by Moser and 
Kalton (1972): 
When it comes to subject matter, all one can say is 
that surveys are concerned with the demographic char¬ 
acteristics, the social environment, the activities, 
or the opinions and attitudes of some group of people, 
(p. 1) 
Use of survey methodology also allowed the researcher to 
maintain some distance from the respondents which, it was 
felt, would limit bias which might have occurred owing to 
the fact that the researcher was both not a member of a 
racial/ethnic minority group and was a professional 
admissions officer. 
As Survey I and Survey II were intended to collect 
data at different temporal points in the college choice 
process, the items they contained varied somewhat. These 
differences are explained in the following discussion. 
Instrumentation 
Both surveys contained the same standard demographic 
items. Under racial/ethnic, opportunity was given for 
students to write in the name of the group with which they 
identified if it was not included in the choices. 
Stage. Both Survey I and Survey II contained two sets 
of four sentences developed to form a matrix of responses 
for identifying college choice stage. The first set of 
sentences (Refer to Appendix C.) represented strength of 
intent to go to college and the second set of sentences 
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represented the activities in the college choice process 
the student had completed. This strategy was based on 
Post's (1990) finding that students do not always do what 
they say they are going to do with regard to college 
attendance, as well as on the researcher's experience in 
admissions with vacillating college prospects. 
Choice. Survey I, administered in January, 1993, 
asked students to write down the names of colleges they 
were considering, giving space for five choices. Survey 
II, administered in May, 1993, asked students to list their 
ultimate choice of post-secondary institution. Both 
surveys asked students to list the major in which they were 
interested. 
Attributes. Only Survey I contained the college 
attribute rating scale with twenty-three items plus an 
open-ended item for a student's alternative choice. Survey 
I contained a multiple choice item designed to get 
information about what, finally, was most important in the 
student's final selection. 
In this study, an attribute was defined as "Any 
quality related to college, including physical 
characteristics, policies, or state of preference (family 
wanted me to go there)." Students were asked to rate how 
important the attribute was to them in their college choice 
process on a Likert-like scale from one, labeled "Not 
important" to seven, labeled "Very important." Both the 
Survey I attributes and Survey II "Reason for Choice" were 
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developed from previous studies of college choice and 
designed to include items found to be both important and 
less important in the process for possible contrasts. 
In addition, because of the study's concern with 
minority access, four items were included with these 
attributes which were derived from the literature of 
minority recruitment and retention. A guestion concerning 
standardized admissions testing (SAT/ACT) completed the 
list of 23 attributes. 
Survey II included a multiple choice item for students 
to identify the most important helper in making their 
future plans. This item was included as it appeared in two 
of the models of college choice and remains an important 
item in college choice research (Chapman, 1981; Lewis & 
Morrison, 1975; Litten, 1982; Morehouse, 1993; Sevier, 
1992-93). 
Survey II also contained an open-ended item in which 
students were asked to write their reasons why their plans 
for attending college (if they had planned to attend 
college in January) had changed. That is, they were not 
planning to attend in May. This item provided the 
possibility for identifying some new attribute or factor 
which might be serving as a barrier to college access. 
Finally, both Survey I and Survey II contained "filler 
items." These multiple choice items were developed to 
mitigate the possibility that during administration the 
students completing the more lengthy items related to 
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college choice would take appreciably longer to complete 
the questionnaires than non-college bound students. 
Implementation of Surveys 
Implementation of the surveys was preceded in each 
instance by limited pilot administrations. In addition, 
the surveys were critiqued by Hispanic and African-American 
reviewers (one each). 
Pilot Studies. There were two pilot sites for Survey 
I. The first was a Saturday college preparation program, 
(entitled College Prep Program) located on the campus of 
the University of Lowell (MA). Twelve students 
representing all the minority groups studied here completed 
the survey and later discussed any difficulties with 
content. 
The second was an English classroom at Boston English 
High School, located in Jamaica Plain, Massachusetts. 
Thirty-five multi-ethnic students completed Survey I with 
little administrative difficulty. Both pilot groups, 
however, evinced a need for greater emphasis on how 
students identify to complete Sections II and III. (See 
Appendix A.) Changes were made to help clarify this split 
by highlighting the directions and using the word "STOP." 
The pilot process primarily focused on clarity of survey 
presentation and a complete data analysis was not 
performed. 
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Survey II was administered to a history class at 
Bridgewater-Raynham High School. Minority participation 
was limited but the format, half of which was the same as 
Survey I, seemed well-understood by respondents. 
Administration Variations. At the last minute, New 
Bedford High School withdrew from participation in the 
study because of its involvement with a state accrediting 
process. In three of the remaining four high schools, the 
initial contact person was the Director of Guidance. One 
of these high schools later established the Supervisor of 
English as the researcher's primary contact. At the fourth 
high school, the principal served as the primary contact. 
At all four high schools, Survey I and Survey II were 
administered in every senior English classroom, including 
basic and standard classes. When questioned about the 
poorer response figures for the May administration, school 
officials cited absences from class for Advanced Placement 
(AP) examinations and assorted other end of the year senior 
activities. 
It was evident that some teachers were more attentive 
to the administration of the surveys as surveys were 
returned by individual class. Each teacher's folder of 
surveys had a sheet which asked for comments on unusual 
instances during administration. Very few responded. One 
related an incident of a student who was quite outspoken 
against filling out the survey. Another cited student 
difficulties with selecting between Section II and III to 
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fill out. Some noted incidental things like identifying 
juniors who may have been in classes and duplicates. 
Data Analysis 
Data for this study came primarily from methods de¬ 
signed to learn more about the college choice process with 
regard to (1) stage in the process,(2) college choice sets, 
and (3) college attributes. The research guestions 
required a variety of methods and the presentation of data, 
it was felt, needed at least two views in order to increase 
understanding of the aspects of the process for each 
individual racial/ethnic group studied as well as of the 
significant ways these groups compared. 
To accomplish this, the presentation of data includes 
data profiles of each racial/ethnic group studied followed 
by a section in which the groups are compared through the 
use of statistical tests. SPSS-XPC Version 5 was used to 
process data and perform statistical tests. Before 
analysis, a random data accuracy check was performed on 100 
cases with an error rate of less than one percent. 
Comparisons are also shown for written responses for 
open-ended items. These responses were listed and grouped 
and results are presented through both lists and 
discussion. 
The profiles of each racial/ethnic group (which are 
referred to as sub-groups in Chapter Four) include 
percentages taken on stage data, college choice set data 
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and attribute data. Attribute comparisons are limited 
primarily to the ratings from Survey I. However, two 
attributes, "Reason for college choice," and "Most helpful 
person" are also included. 
The process of data analysis began with an attempt to 
match as many January surveys to May surveys as possible. 
This effort was somewhat limited by surveys without names 
affixed. The original plan to uses just matched surveys 
was scuttled when minority figures dropped precipitously. 
As the study was interested in describing the whole high 
school senior population, it was decided that the value of 
more minority perspectives plus the high percentage of 
matches in each survey group warranted inclusion of all 
surveys. (Table 5 shows survey response figures.) 
Stage Identification. A matrix was developed (See 
Appendix C.) to see if college choice stage as described by 
Hossler and Gallagher (1987) could be identified through 
responses to two sets of sentences. The first set 
described an intent and the second set described an action 
related to college plans. The stages drawn from the 
literature were predisposition, search, and choice. 
The matrix included two other categories not 
customarily considered as stages in the college choice 
process. "Not go" was included to identify those students 
who had no plans to attend a post-secondary institution. 
"Deferral" was included as a test stage based on admissions 
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Table 5 
High School Sub-Group Percentages 
Percentage from Each High School 
Brockton Randolph Taunton Wareham 
(n= 559) (n= 184) (n= 211) (n= 135) 
Sub-Group # % # % # % # % 
Blank 5 0.9 6 3.3 0 0.0 0 0.5 
Asian 24 4.3 17 9.2 4 1.4 1 0.7 
Black 69 12.3 26 14.1 8 2.9 4 3.0 
Cape Verdean 49 8.8 4 2.2 17 6.1 20 14.8 
Hispanic 31 5.5 2 1.1 8 2.9 1 0.7 
White 347 62.1 121 65.8 228 82.3 102 75.6 
Note. Row totals may not equal 100 due to rounding error. 
Note. N=1155 
experience with students who defer admission for a variety 
of reasons. Though deferring might be an activity 
suggestive of predisposition (that is, not yet sure of but 
considering college plans), it is also characteristic of 
the person who is sure but whose life events have 
temporarily prevented college attendance (having a baby, 
working to earn money, entering military service to get 
scholarship, etc.). 
Using knowledge of stages as described in the college 
choice literature, particularly as described by Hossler and 
Gallagher,(1987) and Hossler, Braxton, and Coopersmith 
(1989), various combinations of these sentences appeared to 
suggest a particular stage. (How these sentences combined 
to indicate stage is shown in Appendix C.) 
College Choice Sets and College Choice. Zemsky and 
Oedel (1983) and Tierney (1983) demonstrated that much 
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could be learned about college choice through analysis of 
college choice sets. To understand the choice process of 
these southeastern Massachusetts seniors better, therefore, 
the surveys asked students to list the colleges they were 
considering in January and their final college choice in 
May. These institutions were then coded into five 
categories: 
1. institutional control (public/private) 
2. degree (2 year, 4-year) 
3. selectivity 
4. size 
5. distance from home (local, in-state, etc.) 
Categories one through four were based on information from 
Peterson's Guide to Four Year Colleges (1992). They are 
described in Appendix E. 
Category Five, distance from home, was adapted from 
Zemsky and Oedel's 1983 index. In the present study, the 
analysis of Category Five had two parts and proceeded from 
the colleges listed by the students. This strategy allowed 
for a much wider range of post-secondary options, some of 
which would not be classified as colleges. (Zemsky and 
Oedel worked from a national data set relying on where 
students sent their SAT scores.) An international category 
was added to include the few international institutions 
which occurred in student's lists. 
Each student was assigned one of the five categories 
based on where their selected schools were located. Before 
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this could be done, however, each high school had to be 
assigned its own group of "local" post-secondary 
institutions. Determination of which institutions were 
considered "local" for each high school was made by 
invoking a "less than hour's commute" principle. 
Institutions were considered regional if they were in any 
of the New England States. New York institutions, though a 
contiguous state, thus were not included. Out of state 
institutions within an hour's commute (some Rhode Island 
institutions) received regional classification. 
Once the institutions were classified, each choice set 
was analyzed for the category into which most institutions 
fell. In case of a tie, the student was given the farthest 
aspiration. Zemsky and Oedel (1983) explained it as 
follows: 
Thus a student who designates one local, one regional, 
two in-state, and two national institutions is 
classified as a national student. Conversely, a 
student who designates three local, two in-state, one 
regional and one national institution is classified as 
a local student. (p. 12) 
The coding of colleges in this way charted the college 
choice set trends for each of the characteristics for each 
racial/ethnic group. The coding system was occasionally 
hampered by Survey I's failure to collect data on where the 
institutions were located. This failure was mitigated by 
Survey II, which included a means to identify a number of 
same name or multiple campus institutions by location. 
Selectivity and size data were deleted before computer 
processing for any institution where location of the campus 
63 
was in doubt. International institutions, state 
universities with multiple campuses and same-name colleges 
thus had limited coding data when listed in choice sets. 
However, because of the vast amount of choices and the 
small number of students selecting these institutions, it 
was felt that the effect on the overall analysis was 
negligible. 
In addition, the size category was eliminated from 
further consideration after initial coding. It was felt 
that the difficulty in obtaining size data for such a wide 
diversity of institutions outweighed the value of the 
category's information to the purpose of the study. 
Majors. After review and comparisons of responses to 
the item related to choice of major in Survey I and Survey 
II, major was eliminated from further consideration. An 
analysis for possible relevance to the study's purpose 
would have required a time-consuming review of 
institutional programs and a listing of students choices of 
majors revealed no distinctive racial/ethnic trends. 
College Attributes. A Likert-like scale was selected 
as a way to find out how important certain college 
attributes were to students. It is a format frequently 
used in institutional studies of college choice. Its use 
differed here in that the intent was never to use it for 
prediction of college attendance. For this study, the 
Likert format improved the chances of judging the relative 
strength of responses over a large number of respondents 
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(Babbie, 1989). Moser and Kalton (1972) described the 
Likert format as "more sensitive and informative than a 
straight yes/no choice of answers" (p. 360). In this 
study, the attribute ratings were not tallied into a 
composite score, but were analyzed individually. Moser and 
Kalton also identified this as a useful approach for 
analysis. When using the seven point rating scale, 
students were instructed that they were rating from "not 
important" to "very important." To simplify data analysis 
to present one view, percentages of responses were figured 
for all items based on responses at the high end (responses 
of "6" or "7"). The study identified these responses as 
corresponding to "more," ("6") and "very" ("7") important. 
For another view, SPSS-XPC version 5 was used to 
perform one-way ANOVAS on the 23 attribute ratings. 
According to Sprinthall (1987), "The main advantage of 
ANOVA is that is allows the researcher to compare 
differences among many sample groups" (p.248). 
Sprinthall described ANOVA as follows: 
It is designed to establish whether or not a 
significant (nonchance) difference exists among 
several sample means. Statistically, it is the ratio 
of the variance occurring between the sample means to 
the variance occurring within the sample groups. A 
large F ratio, that is when the variance between is 
larger than the variance within, usually indicates a 
non-chance or significant difference. (p. 416) 
The one way ANOVA is used when there is only one 
independent variable (in this study, racial/ethnic) set at 
various levels and when each sample group is independent of 
the others (Sprinthall, 1987). The use of ANOVA in post 
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facto research allows the researcher to make predictions 
based on significant differences found (Sprinthall, 1987). 
For each ANOVA which found a significant difference 
among the groups, Tukey's HSD, or Honestly Significant 
Difference test, was run. It is one of the most popular 
multiple comparison post facto tests and can be used with 
sample groups of unequal size (Sprinthall, 1987). 
66 
CHAPTER 4 
PRESENTATION OF DATA 
The presentation of data is in five parts. The first 
part briefly summarizes demographic data obtained from 
Survey I (n-1) administered in January, 1993, and Survey II 
(n-2). administered May, 1993. Throughout the presentation 
the term "minority groups" is used to refer to the study 
sub-groups of Asian high school seniors, black seniors. 
Cape Verdean seniors, and Hispanic seniors. "Sub-groups" is 
an all-inclusive term referring to these four minority sub¬ 
groups and includes the white seniors sub-group. 
The second part describes the distribution of the 
survey population and sub-groups throughout the stages of 
the college choice process. Data for the third part, a 
presentation of sub-group profiles, were drawn from tables 
of descriptive statistics over a variety of college 
characteristics and attributes. 
Finally, the fourth part presents results of 
statistical procedures (one way analysis of variance and 
chi square) run on selected college choice variables and 
college attributes, as well as other relevant material 
drawn from written responses comparing all sub-groups. 
Between group differences, then, are presented in both 
quantitative and qualitative text. 
The comparisons among the sub-groups presented here 
address several of the research questions in this study. 
Other research questions are addressed through an analysis 
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of how data on these sub-groups, particularly the minority 
sub-groups, compare with the literature. These comparisons 
are discussed in Chapter V. 
The questions addressed in this chapter are as 
follows: 
1. At what point in the college choice process are 
minority students at the mid-point of their senior 
year? How does this change in May of their senior 
year? 
2. What can be learned about the breadth of college 
choice sets of these students? Will there be patterns 
suggesting popularity of community colleges, public 
colleges, historically black colleges, or other 
institutional types? 
3. Will certain college characteristics be more important 
to one minority group than to another? 
4. Will the attributes derived from the literature of 
college climate and student retention be of more, 
less, or of comparable importance to minority students 
than other attributes? 
5. When students list the institution they have selected 
to attend, how will what they say about what was the 
deciding factor compare to their ratings of attributes 
in January? 
6. Which institutions do minority students in 
southeastern Massachusetts consider and what are the 
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characteristics of these institutions? How frequently 
are these institutions found in student choice sets? 
Since different techniques were employed for addressing the 
research questions, each technique is discussed in 
conjunction with data obtained from the use of the 
technique (Borg & Gall, 1983). The fifth section will 
summarize the data as it relates to these six research 
questions. 
Demographic Data 
Data for this study were obtained from two 
questionnaires administered by English teachers during 
regularly scheduled classes at four southeastern 
Massachusetts high schools: Brockton High School, Randolph 
High School, Taunton High School, and Wareham High School. 
The questionnaires were administered to all high school 
seniors at each high school on January 13, 1993 and May 9, 
1993. The lower response to Survey II may be accounted for 
by the time of year (most seniors were nearly finished with 
classes) and the various senior activities (including AP 
exams) which proliferate at this time . The study employed 
SPSS-PC+ (Version 5) for processing the data from Surveys I 
and II. 
Sub-Group Distribution 
The study intended to include data from five 
southeastern Massachusetts high schools but was forced to 
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eliminate New Bedford High School as the administration 
declined to participate due to involvement in a regional 
accreditation process. This resulted in a moderate decrease 
in expected minority figures and limits the 
representativeness of the findings. Table 5 (Chapter 3) 
shows the percentage of each sub-group represented at each 
high school in the survey. 
For another view, Table 6 compares the sub-group 
distribution of the total high school population to the 
sub-group distribution within Surveys I and II. Responses 
from these two surveys formed the primary basis of data for 
this study. The matched survey group was judged to be of 
limited value because of the decreased numbers across all 
minority sub-groups. (There were 701 students who 
responded to both the January and May surveys.) As the 
study was interested in describing the college choice of 
sub-groups from a specific regional population, the 60% 
match of Survey I and Survey II respondents was ascertained 
to be of more value in obtaining sub-group perspectives. 
The descriptive value of Table 6 is limited by the 
unavailability of reliable figures on the high school Cape 
Verdean populations. However, because of the overall high 
percentage of the total different responses (1155, or 90%) 
and the strength of the population's representation in 
Survey I and Survey II, the Cape Verdean representation is 
judged to be moderate to high. (Also, according to local 
high school sources, Cape Verdean students are generally 
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Table 6 
Comparison of Combined High School Twelfth Grade Enrollment 
and Survey Responses by Sub- Group 
# H.S. Asian Black Cape Verd. Hispanic White 
Seniors* # % # % # % # % # % 
High School 
Enrollment 
(1272) 
60 4.7 188** 14.8 N/A N/A 117 9.2 901 70.8 
N=1155 
(Surveys 1 & II) 
46 4.0 107 9.2 90 7.8 42 9.6 798 69.0 
n-1=962 
(Survey 1 
January) 
41 4.2 86 8.9 74 7.7 34 3.5 674 70.1 
n-2=8 94 
(Survey II 
May) 
35 3.9 75 8.4 65 7.3 31 3.5 635 71.0 
n-1 & n-2 
(Matched 
Jan.-May) 
30 4.2 53 7.6 50 7.1 23 3.0 511 72.8 
Note. *These figures include all racial/ethnic groups. 
Note. **This figure includes some Cape Verdean students. 
counted as black. Combined study figures for black and 
Cape Verdean students were higher than the black high 
school population.) Only the Hispanic population figures 
were disappointing, with a high of only 3.6% in the total 
survey population as compared with a 9.2% representation in 
the high school population. Viewing the four minority 
subgroups in the study in combination with the white 
subgroup, the study population is 31% minority with Survey 
I having a slightly higher percentage of minorities than 
Survey II. 
This combined high school population showed slightly 
higher percentages for all minority sub-groups in the study 
than the percentages reflected in the 1993 CIRP freshman 
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survey (Fact File, 1994) The CIRP survey found the 1993 
entering freshman class to be 3.7% Asian-American, 10.0% 
black, 79.6% white, and 3.1% Mexican-American, 1.2% Puerto 
Rican American. Because of differences in the categories 
used to collect the data, however, comparisons between CIRP 
and study figures were limited. The 31% minority response 
in this study was moderately higher than the 20% CIRP 
minority response and included non-college bound students. 
Only 3.1% of the respondents listed a racial or ethnic 
preference in the space indicated for "other." Twenty-four 
different preferences were listed, plus six who responded 
such things as "I'm human," "makes no difference," and 
"purple." It should be noted that 1.2% described 
themselves as "mixed." 
The surveys included 636 female responses (55.1%) and 
519 male responses (44.9%). Survey I and Survey II had 
comparable percentages (within .2) Black and Cape Verdean 
figures rose slightly in May for women (6.0% and 4.0% 
respectively) while Asian females dropped 3.1% (see Table 
7). 
Bilingual Responses 
Twenty-one percent of all respondents answered "yes" 
to the item asking if they were bilingual. However, the 
differences among the sub-group percentages were striking: 
Hispanic, 83.3%; Asian, 69.6%; Cape Verdean, 65.6%; and 
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Table 7 
Sub-Group Distribution by Sex for January and May 
Count 
% Female Male 
Jan. May Jan. May 
Asian 
20 16 21 19 
48.8 45.7 51.2 54.3 
Black 
(one blank) 43 42 42 32 
50.0 56.0 48.8 42.7 
Cape Verdean 
46 43 28 22 
62.2 66.2 37.8 33.8 
Hispanic 
22 20 12 11 
64.7 64.5 35.3 35.5 
White 
(two blanks) 364 340 308 295 
54.1 53.5 45.8 46.5 
black, 21.5%. White bilingual respondents comprised 8.1% 
of their group. 
Those languages receiving more than a one percent 
response included Portuguese (5.4) and Spanish (3.0). A 
total listing of language responses can be found in 
Appendix D. 
Class Level 
Establish a rough perspective on academic 
comparability between Survey I and Survey II respondents, 
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and sub-group breakdown was done by Advanced Placement 
AP/Honors and Basic/Standard English classes. Survey I 
(January) had 90 students in the AP/Honors group and 303 in 
the Basic/Standard group. (Note: These figures did not 
include students in classes labeled "Level 3 college 
preparatory.") Survey II (May) had 63 in the AP/Honors 
group and 206 in the Basic/Standard group. Table 8 shows 
the minority/white group comparison. [Note. References to 
Survey I and Survey II will hereafter be made by month of 
administration because of the importance of time to the 
nature of the college choice process.] No appreciable 
difference is seen from January to May in the percentages 
in AP/Honors and Basic/Standard classes. 
Description by College Choice Stage 
The Stage Matrix employed here for the first time 
enabled a description of the high school respondents by 
stage in the college choice process. (See Appendix C for 
description.) It also provided a method for examining 
differences among the study sub-groups. 
The surveys provided two other ways for students to 
reveal that they were planning to go to college. However, 
these items were one-dimensional, i.e., the response to 
them only indicated intent. 
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Table 8 
Minority and White Response Percentages by Academic Class 
Level 
Sub-Grouo 
CLASS LEVEL 
AP/HONORS 
Jan Mav 
BASIC/STANDARD 
Jan Mav 
Minorities 10.2 13.1 89.8 86.9 
White 29.1 28.1 70.9 71.9 
TOTAL 22.9 23.4 77.1 76.6 
In the January survey, students indicated their 
interest in college by rating the college attributes in 
Section II, Choosing a College. In the May survey, all 
students selected one choice for their fall plans in item 
C-l MMy plans for fall are. . ." Tables 9 and 10 show how 
the January and May responses to these items might 
correspond to placement in the college choice process 
determined by the Stage Matrix. However, because the items 
were limited to •'intent" they did not distinguish college 
choice stages as did the Stage Matrix. 
The remaining data in this section are organized to 
present the following: 
1. general identification by sub-group of college choice 
stage in January and May 
2. a description of the characteristics of an important 
variation in the college choice process, deferral of 
college attendance. 
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Table 9 
Sub-Group Comparison of Matrix Responses nSearch,,/"Choicen 
with Percentage Rating College Attributes - January 
Sub-Group o o 
Rating 
College 
Attributes 
Asian 
(n=41) 
Black 
97.6 
(n=86) 90.7 
Cape 
Verdean 83.8 
(n=7 4) 
Hispan 
(n=34) 
White 
85.3 
(n=674) 
All 
87.4 
(n=962) 87.4 
% 
in 
Search/ 
Choice 
% 
in 
Choice 
90.2 39.0 
78.1 31.4 
68.9 36.5 
70.6 29.4 
76.2 33.2 
76.1 33.1 
General Identification of Survey Respondents by Stage 
In this section the term "stage" is used to refer to 
each of the positions in the Stage Matrix. In reality, 
both "not go" and "deferral" are previously untested stage 
variations inserted in this study to provide a means of 
describing the entire high school senior population with 
regard to college aspirations. 
Tables 11 and 12 show the stages for each sub-group as 
identified by the Stage Matrix. Percentages for blanks 
were low; students were conscientious about responding to 
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Table 10 
Sub-Group Percentages of Matrix Responses Compared to "Go 
to College" Responses - May 
% % % 
Sub- Responding in in 
Group "Go to coll¬ Search/ Choice 
ege" Choice 
Asian 
(n=35) 
Black 
91.4 85.7 77.1 
(n=75) 74.7 81.3 61.3 
Cape 
Verdean 67.7 67.7 60.0 
(n=65) 
Hispan 
(n=31) 
White 
51.6 54.9 48.4 
(n=635) 
All 
72.0 71.7 66.2 
(n=894) 71.0 71.9 64.6 
both sentences for identifying stage. The tables show a 
predictable movement from "search/choice" to "choice" from 
January to May. 
Percentages in each stage are fairly similar for each 
sub-group from January to May. However, the dearth of Asian 
students in the "not go" group and the 20% of black 
students still in the "search" stage in May is notable. 
An examination for possible differences in stage by 
sex revealed little or no overall difference in the 
predisposition, search, and deferral stages in January. 
(Recall overall 54/45% female/male split). However, the 
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Table 11 
Sub-Group Distribution by Stage - January 
Sub-Group 
Blank Not Go Predisp. Search Choice Deferral 
Asian 
(nf41) 
0.0 0.0 4.9 51.2 39.0 4.9 
Black 
(n=86) 
0.0 3.5 10.5 47.7 31.4 7.0 
Cape Verdean 
(n=74) 
4.1 4.1 12.2 32.4 36.5 10.8 
Hispanic 
(n=31) 
2.9 5.9 14.7 41.2 29.4 5.9 
White 
(n=674 
1.2 4.3 9.9 43.5 33.2 7.9 
All Groups 
(n=962) 
1.7 4.0 10.3 43.0 33.1 8.0 
Sub-Group 
Table 12 
Distribution by Stage - May 
Sub-Group Blank Not Go Predisp. Search Choice Deferral 
Asian 2.9 2.9 2.9 8.6 77.1 5.7 
(n=35) 
Black 4.0 2.7 9.3 20.0 61.3 2.7 
(n=75) 
Cape Verdean 6.2 6.2 7.7 7.7 60.0 12.3 
(n=65) 
Hispanic 
(n=31) 9.7 6.5 9.7 6.5 48.4 19.4 
White 
(n=635) 7.4 3.6 3.9 5.5 66.2 13.2 
All Groups 
(n=894) 7.3 3.6 4.9 7.3 64.6 12.3 
"choice" group divided into 64% women and 37% men and "not 
go" split into 41% women and 56% men. These findings 
prompted further examination by sex by sub-group (see 
Tables 13 and 14). 
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Table 13 
January Stage Distribution by Sub-Group 
Females 
Staqe Percentages 
Sub-Group Not Go Predisp Search Choice Defer 
Asian 
(n=20) 
0.0 5.0 60.0 30.0 5.0 
Black 
(n=43) 
0.0 9.3 34.9 48.0 7.0 
Cape Verdean 
(n=46) 
2.2 8.7 28.3 47.8 8.7 
Hispanic 
(n=22) 
4.5 4.5 40.9 36.4 9.1 
White 
(n=364) 
Males 
3.3 10.2 40.1 38.5 6.9 
Sub-Group Not Go Predisp Search Choice Defer 
Asian 
(n=21) 
0.0 4.8 42.9 47.6 4.8 
Black 
(n=42) 
4.8 11.9 61.9 14.3 7.1 
Cape Verd. 
(n=28) 
7.1 17.9 39.3 17.9 14.3 
Hispanic 
(n=12) 
8.3 33.3 41.7 16.7 0.0 
White 
(n=308) 
8.5 9.7 47.4 26.9 9.1 
Some important differences emerged from this 
breakdown. To clarify these differences, it was helpful to 
consider the sum of percentages for "not go," 
"predisposition," and "deferral," as a marginal factor; a 
factor which suggested the chances for college attendance 
in the fall ranged from none to not sure. Cape Verdean 
men, with a 40.9% marginal factor, and Hispanic men, with a 
54.6% marginal factor in May, seemed less likely to enter 
college in the fall than all other male-female groups. 
However, while Cape Verdean men stayed about the same in 
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Table 14 
May Stage Distribution by Sex 
Stage Percentages 
Female 
Sub-Group Not Go Predisp Search Choice Deferral 
Asian 
(n=16) 
6.3 6.3 0.0 75.0 6.3 
Black 
(n=42) 
0.0 7.1 21.4 61.9 4.8 
Cape Verdean 
(n=43) 
4.7 2.3 2.3 72.1 11.6 
Hispanic 
(n=20) 
5.0 5.0 5.0 65.0 15.0 
White 
(n=340) 
Male 
3.5 3.5 3.5 67.9 12.9 
Asian 
(nf19) 
0.0 0.0 15.8 78.9 5.3 
Black 
(n=32) 
3.1 12.5 18.8 62.5 0.0 
Cape Verdean 
(n=22) 
9.1 18.2 18.2 36.4 13.6 
Hispanic 
(n=11) 
9.1 18.2 18.2 18.2 27.3 
White 
(n=295) 
3.7 4.4 7.5 64.1 13.6 
this area from January to May, Hispanic men doubled their 
marginal factor in May, primarily by entering the deferral 
group in larger numbers. 
Asian men and women, though about even in January, at 
10%, broke out differently in May, with men dropping to 
5.3% and women jumping to 18.9% as marginal factors. Black 
women were second only to Asian men in having the lowest 
marginal factor (12.9%). Both black and white men and 
women sustained balanced percentages from January to May, 
with black students having the lower marginal factor of the 
two groups. 
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The growth in the deferral group numbers for seven of 
the ten male-female sub-group splits from January to May 
increased interest in the nature of the group. It grew 
from 8.3 to 12.3 percent of all respondents. 
The Deferral Variation 
To describe the deferral group of respondents further, 
a report was run to identify the matrix of responses to 
sentence groups one and two. In January, only 14.3% of 
those who said they planned to go to college later 
responded anything other than "I have not applied to any 
colleges." Only 16.2% listed anything other than "have not 
applied" or left it blank in May. 
A matched group revealed that 22% of the January 
deferral minority students remained deferral in May. In 
contrast, 69% of the white students who deferred in January 
stayed as "deferral" in May. 
Influence of Class Level 
Though not related to a specific research question in 
this study, interest in the influence of class level on 
college choice stage developed when figures showed somewhat 
higher percentages for minority students in basic/standard 
English classes and lower percentages in the AP/Honors 
classes. A two-by-two chi square was run on January survey 
I responses to see if there would be a difference between 
high and low classes by stage. High and low classes were 
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recoded into two groups. Search/choice and not go/ 
predisposition/deferral were recoded as the other two. The 
test of significance showed a difference at the <.03 level. 
An examination of the cells showed more students in 
AP/Honors classes appearing in the search/choice group and 
more students in the basic/standard classes showing up in 
the not go/predisposition/deferral group. 
Sub-Group Profiles 
The purpose of this section is to highlight the 
individuality of each of the sub-groups in the study as 
they go through the process of college choice. It is 
important to describe the choices made by each sub-group 
across all the variables selected for study here so that 
inferences about the college choice process can be drawn 
from composite views of each sub-group as well as from 
variances in responses to single variables. 
While there is some repetition of data, this section 
primarily presents new information in a format which does 
the following: 
1. provides enhanced demographic description 
2. isolates stage data related to college-going behavior 
3. describes January and May differences in post¬ 
secondary institution choice set characteristics and 
final choice of institution 
4. organizes college attribute response ratings to show 
high and low preferences 
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5. highlights responses to climate and retention 
attributes 
6. summarizes data related to influences on final choice. 
Unless otherwise noted, percentages given in this 
section for specific sub-group responses indicate 
percentage of the total specific sub-group figures for 
either the January or May survey responses. The concluding 
section of this chapter will provide comparative analysis 
among the sub-groups. For reference, Table G-l shows the 
sub-group comparisons on each of the college attribute 
ratings. 
Asian High School Seniors 
The Asian high school seniors in the survey group 
represented a substantial percentage (77%) of the total 
high school Asian population. The following describes 
them: 
Sex %Female %Male High School % of survey 
N =46 50.0 50.0 Brockton 
group 
52.2 
n-1 = 41 48.8 51.2 Randolph 37.0 
n-2 = 35 45.7 54.3 Taunton 8.7 
(n-1 & n-2 = 30) 
Wareham 2.2 
Asian students listed the following different native 
languages: Cambodian, Chinese, Filipino, Hmong, Japanese, 
Mandarin, Vietnamese, Toisonese, and Cantonese. This sub¬ 
group was 69.6% bilingual. 
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C.Q.11 sgG_Choice Stage. To present a view of the group 
with regard to college aspirations as described by stage, 
the following data reveals a very small percentage (11.5) 
of Asian students who are not planning to go to college in 
September. Of that group, over half were only deferring 
their plans. 
STAGE %JANUARY %MAY 
not go 
o
 
•
 
o
 2.9 
deferral 4.9 5.7 
predisposition 4.9 
CTi
 
•
 
CN
 
9.8 11.5 
College Characteristics. Asian high school seniors 
made 144 selections in their January choice sets. Thirty- 
one of 35 students selected a final choice institution in 
May. Table 15 summarizes the characteristics of these 
choices. 
Though Asian seniors listed a preponderance of private 
institutions in their choice sets, their choices revealed a 
marked migration to public institutions. ("Choice sets" 
refers to choices listed in January. "Choice" refers to the 
students' single institutional choices in May.) Local 
institutions appeared to benefit by their final choice as 
well. Lower selectivity levels were eschewed more often 
for higher ones in their choice sets with a slight increase 
in percentages for less selective institutions in May. 
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Table 15 
College Characteristics Selected by Asian Seniors 
CHARACTERISTIC CHOICE SET CHOICE 
_ JANUARY % MAY% 
Percentage of Responses 
Institutional Control 
Public 29.9 48.4 
Private 68.8 48.4 
Other 1.0 3.2 
Degree 
Two-year Associates 10.6 16.1 
Four-year Bachelors 88.2 83.9 
Other 1.0 0.0 
Selectivity Level 
Two-year (open) 10.6 16.1 
Four-year non-competitive 0.0 0.0 
Four-year minimally difficult 2.1 3.2 
Four-year moderately difficult 63.1 61.3 
Four-year very difficult 13.5 12.9 
Four-year most difficult 10.6 6.5 
Distance From Home 
Local 23.1 33.3 
In-state 61.5 53.3 
Distance From Home 
Regional 0.0 3.3 
National 12.8 10.0 
International 2.6 0.0 
Average Number of Institutions in Choice Set 3.6 
Note. Figures may not equal 100% due to rounding error. 
Note. Selectivity level was eliminated for some 
institutions as described in Chapter 3. 
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College Attribute Ratings. Four of the attributes 
ranked highest by Asian seniors demonstrated their interest 
in academic resources and reputation. At the same time, 
they also ranked financial aid as more or very important to 
their choice set. (See Table 16.) The following 
highlights their responses to college attributes. [Note. In 
this sub-group profile and in all those which follow, 
percentages given for "highest rated attributes" and 
"climate and retention attributes" represent highest number 
of students responding "6" or "7" (also corresponding to 
"more" and "very") on the Likert rating scale across all 
attributes. Percentages listed for attributes rated lowest 
represent lowest numbers of students responding "6" or "7" 
on the Likert rating scale across all attributes.] 
Concern with academic success outweighed minority 
inclusion concerns in the climate and retention attribute 
cluster for Asian students. However, their moderate 
response to the other four attributes was stronger than 
their response to over 50 percent of the other attributes 
listed. 
Reason for Final Choice. Given a more limited choice 
of attributes to select from as the reason for their final 
choice, Asian students were consistent in their response, 
ranking "Most financial aid" as their top reason (See 
Table 17.). Only 9.7% selected "other," and listed 
variations of the choices given in the questionnaire. 
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Table 16 
Selected College Attribute Ratings for Asian Seniors 
FIVE ATTRIBUTES RATED HIGHEST % Rating More or 
Very Important 
1. Has exact program of study 87.5 
2. Graduates get good jobs 85.9 
3. Financial aid 85.0 
4. Graduates get into good grad schools 77.5 
5 . Academic reputation 72.5 
FIVE ATTRIBUTES RATED LOWEST % Rating More or 
Very ImDortant 
1. Religious emphasis 5.0 
2. Strong emphasis on sports 7.5 
3. High school friends attend 10.0 
4. Does not require SAT/ACT 17.5 
5 . Family recommends 22.5 
CLIMATE AND RETENTION ATTRIBUTE RATINGS % Rating More or 
Very Important 
1. Academic support 62.5 
2. Minority social opportunities 42.5 
3. Programs of study include people 
of different cultures 
40.0 
4. Student and faculty ethnic diversity 40.0 
Only 35.5% of all Asian seniors selecting a post¬ 
secondary institution said they would be attending their 
first choice. 
Most Helpful Person. Asian seniors rated family 
members most highly as the ones they found most helpful to 
them when discussing their future plans. (Table 18 figures 
below represent non-college going students as well as 
college-going.) 
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Table 17 
Reason for Final Choice 
REASON RESPONSE PERCENTAGE 
1. Most financial aid 35.5 
2. Exact program wanted 29.0 
3. Close to home 12.9 
4. Best academic reputation 12.9 
5. Has athletic program I want 0.0 
6. Other/more than one 9.7 
Table 18 
Most Helpful Person 
Most Helpful Person RESPONSE PERCENTAGE 
1. Mother 22.9 
2. Another family member 20.0 
3. Father 14.3 
4. Other (60% listed a variation of "me") 14.3 
5. Friend 11.4 
6. Guidance counselor 8.6 
7. More than one answer (75%, Mother/Father) 5.7 
8. Blank 2.9 
Asian seniors discussed their plans with a wide 
variety of advisors, with their highest rated advisor being 
"Mother." Thirteen Asian seniors predominantly identified 
with the same sex parent. Whereas 37.5% of all Asian women 
selected "mother," no women selected "father." Of all 
Asian men, 26.3% selected "father" and 10.5% selected 
"mother." 
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Black High School Seniors 
Black respondents represented 59% of the total high 
school black population. (But representative figures are 
misleading due to the separation of Cape Verdean students 
who often identify as black when the Cape Verdean option is 
not offered for racial/ethnic identity.) Within this 
population were African Americans and Haitian Americans, as 
well as recent immigrants from modern African nations. The 
following describes their response: 
% Female % Male High School % of survey 
group 
N 107 54.2 45.8 Brockton 64.5 
n-1 = 86 50.0 48.8 Randolph 24.3 
n-2 = 75 56.0 42.7 Taunton 7.5 
Wareham 3.7 
(n-1 & n-2 = 53) 
Languages listed by students identifying as bilingual 
included French, Creole, Haitian French, and Haitian 
Creole. Of these students, 21.3% listed a first language 
other than English. 
College Choice Stage. Though a comparatively high 
percentage of black seniors continued to be tentative about 
their college plans in May, this group demonstrated, as 
seen below, the lowest combined figure (5.4%) for not 
attending college in September. 
STAGE % JANUARY % MAY 
not go 3.5 2.7 
deferral 7.0 2.7 
predisposition 10.5 9.3 
21.0 14.7 
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Overall at least one third of the students who were 
tentative or not going in the fall appear to have resolved 
their plans between January and May. 
College Characteristics. Black seniors made 298 
selections in their January choice sets. Fifty-four 
students selected a final choice institution in May. Table 
19 below summarizes the characteristics of these choices. 
Black high school seniors are fairly evenly 
distributed in their college choice set preferences for 
public and private institutions. They, too, however, 
reverse the preference trend from private to public when 
making their final selection. 
Though their geographical reach outside New England 
exceeded other ethnic groups, they demonstrated increased 
preference for local institutions at the time of final 
choice. These local institutions appeared to be primarily 
two-year and less competitive four year schools. 
College Attribute Ratings. As seen in Table 20, 
within the top five college attributes for black students 
can be found "Minority social opportunities," and 
"Academic support," two of the climate and retention 
variables tested in this study. Over three-quarters of all 
black seniors indicated that minority social opportunities 
were important while at the same time almost as many 
demonstrated their high concern with having academic 
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Table 19 
College Characteristics Selected by Black Seniors 
PERCENTAGE OF RESPONSES 
CHARACTERISTIC CHOICE SET CHOICE 
JANUARY % MAY % 
Institutional Control 
Public 44.2 50.0 
Private 53.7 46.3 
Other 2.0 3.7 
Deqree 
Two-year Associates 19.1 37.0 
Four-year Bachelors 77.2 61.1 
Other 4.0 1.9 
Selectivity Level 
Two-year (open) 19.1 37.0 
Four-year non-competitive 1.1 3.8 
Four-year minimally difficult 7.1 11.5 
Four-year moderately difficult 60.6 40.4 
Four-year very difficult 8.9 3.8 
Four-year most difficult 2.1 1.9 
Distance From Home 
Local 21.6 43.4 
In-state 50.0 32.1 
Regional 8.1 11.3 
National 20.2 13.2 
International 0.0 0.0 
Average Number of Institutions in Choice Set 3.8 
Note. Figures may not equal 100% due to rounding error. 
Note. Selectivity level was eliminated for some instituti¬ 
ons as described in Chapter Three. 
support provided. Close to half of these seniors indicated 
that a multicultural curriculum was important and that 
student and faculty ethnic diversity was desirable. 
\ 
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Table 20 
Selected College Attribute Ratings for Black Seniors 
FIVE ATTRIBUTES RATED HIGHEST % Rating More or 
Verv Important 
1. Graduates get good jobs 89.7 
2. Financial Aid 84.4 
3. Minority social opportunities 77.0 
4. Academic support 71.8 
5 . Has exact program of study 70.5 
FIVE ATTRIBUTES RATED LOWEST 
1. High school friends attend 11.5 
2. Religious emphasis 20.5 
3. High admissions standards 20.5 
4. Size of campus 20.6 
6. Does not require SAT/ACT 21.8 
CLIMATE AND RETENTION ATTRIBUTE RATINGS 
1. Minority social opportunities 77.0 
2. Academic Support 71.8 
3. Programs of study include people 48.7 
of different cultures 
4. Student and faculty ethnic diversity 47.4 
Reason for Final Choice 
Over half of the black seniors were satisfied with 
their final selection, with 53.3 percent of them saying 
they were going to attend their first choice institution. 
Interestingly, in spite of their high percentage rating of 
"Financial aid" on the attributes in January, it only had a 
poor third showing in their list of reasons for final 
choice. 
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Table 21 shows that in May, black students distributed 
themselves widely cross the reasons for college choice. 
The largest percentage of students indicated that 
availability of the academic program desired was the most 
important reason for selection. And, in spite of the May 
shift to local institutions, only 6.7 listed "close to 
home" as the most important reason. 
Table 21 
Reason for Final Choice 
REASON RESPONSE PERCENTAGE 
1. Exact program wanted 26.7 
2. Best academic reputation 18.3 
3. Most financial aid 13.3 
4. More than one answer 13.3 
5. Close to home 11.7 
6. Other/more than one 6.7 
7 . Has athletic program I want 5.0 
9. Blank 5.0 
Most Helpful Person 
Nearly half of the black seniors listed "mother' as 
the single most helpful person as they discussed future 
plans. "Father," on the other hand, was fifth in 
popularity. As seen in Table 22, 63% of the 10.7% who 
could not resist giving more than one answer, however, did 
list both Mother and Father as most helpful. 
Thirty-nine black seniors selected either "mother" or 
"father" as their primary helper. "Mother" was a far more 
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Table 22 
Most Helpful Person 
MOST HELPFUL PERSON RESPONSE PERCENTAGE 
1. Mother 45.3 
2. Guidance Counselor 12.0 
3. Friend 10.7 
4. More than one answer 10.7 
5 . Father 6.7 
6. Other (80% listed a variation of "me") 6.7 
7. Another family member 5.3 
8. Blank 2.6 
popular choice than "father," with 46.9% of the black women 
selecting her. Only 6.3% of the men and 7.1% of the women 
selected "father." 
Cape Verdean High School Seniors 
The Cape Verdean high school seniors in this study 
form a basis for comparison for any future studies of Cape 
Verdean American students and college choice. Part of an 
immigrant culture which has primarily located in 
southeastern Massachusetts, these students are 
characterized as follows: 
% Female % Male High School % of survey 
group 
N =90 62.2 37.8 Brockton 54.4 
n-1 = 74 62.2 37.8 Randolph 4.4 
n-2 = 35 66.2 33.8 Taunton 18.7 
Wareham 22.2 
(n-1 & n-2 = 50) 
Cape Verdean seniors listed their native language in 
several different ways. Cape Verdean, Portuguese, 
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Portuguese Creole, Creole, or some combination was listed 
by 65.6% as their first language. 
College Choice Stage. As a college-going index, the 
stage figures, seen below for Cape Verdean seniors, reveal 
that over one quarter of Cape Verdean students were 
unlikely to attend college in September. 
STAGE % JANUARY % MAY 
not go 4.1 6.2 
deferral 10.8 12.3 
predisposition 12.2 7.7 
27.1 26.2 
College Characteristics. In January, Cape Verdean 
seniors made 237 college choice selections. Forty-eight 
students listed a final choice in May. The characteristics 
of these institutions are described in Table 23. 
These students were not looking far from home in their 
college choice sets, as over 85% of them were classified as 
local or in-state by their selections. In May they drew 
even closer to home, with over half of them selecting 
localinstitutions. Cape Verdean seniors shied away from 
the more competitive institutions, with usually low figures 
in both choice set and choice for very difficult and most 
difficult levels. 
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Table 23 
College Characteristics Selected by Cape Verdean Seniors 
Percentage of Responses 
CHARACTERISTIC CHOICE SET CHOICE 
JANUARY MAY 
Institutional Control 
Public 54.0 54.2 
Private 43.9 41.7 
Other 2.0 4.2 
Degree 
Two-year Associates 23.0 29.2 
Four-year Bachelors 75.1 66.7 
Other 0.3 4.2 
Selectivity Level 
Two-year (open) 22.4 29.2 
Four-year non-competitive 1.3 0.0 
Four-year minimally difficult 6.5 6.5 
Four-year moderately difficult 60.9 58.7 
Four-year very difficult 6.5 4.3 
Four-year most difficult 0.0 0.0 
Distance From Home 
Local 37.7 56.3 
In-state 47.5 29.2 
Regional 9.8 12.5 
National 4.9 2.1 
International 0.0 0.0 
Average Number of Institutions in Choice Set 3.8 
Note. Figures may not equal 100% due to rounding error. 
Note. Selectivity level was eliminated for some instituti¬ 
ons as described in Chapter 3. 
College Attribute Ratings 
Cape Verdean students listed "Graduates get good jobs" 
more frequently as "more" or "very" important than any 
other attribute. Financial aid frequently rated high, as 
with previous groups and "Academic support" was important 
to almost three-quarters (see Table 24). 
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Table 24 
Selected College Attribute Ratings for Cape Verdean Seniors 
FIVE ATTRIBUTES RATED HIGHEST % Rating More or 
Very Important 
1. Graduates get good jobs 88.7 
2. Financial aid 82.2 
3. Minority social opportunities 77.4 
4. Academic support 74.2 
5. Has exact program of study 61.3 
FIVE ATTRIBUTES RATED LOWEST 
1. Religious emphasis 
2. High admissions standards 
3. Does not require SAT/ACT 
4. High school friends attend 
5. Size of campus 
CLIMATE AND RETENTION ATTRIBUTE 
1. Academic support 74.2 
2. Minority social opportunities 58.0 
3. Programs of study include 
of different cultures 
people 45.1 
4. Student and faculty ethnic diversity 43.5 
At this point it must be observed that the popularity 
of religion as a college choice attribute appeared at a low 
ebb for each of the minority groups discussed thus far. 
4.8 
12.9 
21.4 
24.2 
26.7 
Particularly for most Cape Verdean seniors, it was not 
considered important. 
Many Cape Verdean seniors expressed a strong interest 
in attributes related to minority inclusion. However, more 
seniors rated academic support "more" or "very" important. 
Reason for Final Choice. Table 25 shows that a 
relatively high percentage of these students, 65.3%, were 
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Table 25 
Reason for Final Choice 
REASON RESPONSE PERCENTAGE 
1. Exact program 
2. Most financial aid 
3. Close to home 
4. More than one answer 
5. Academic reputation 
6. Athletic program 
7. Other 
24.5 
22.4 
18.4 
10.1 
8.2 
8.2 
8.2 
satisfied that they were going to be attending their first 
choice institution. They were less reluctant than some 
other groups to list "Close to home" as the deciding factor 
though "Exact program wanted" and "Most financial aid" 
ranked higher. 
Most Helpful Person. Though "Mother" topped the list 
of most helpful person, as seen in Table 26, in discussing 
future plans, the Cape Verdean students were unusual in 
that the "Other" category ranked second. They were more 
likely to list specific teachers or advisors within this 
category. 
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Table 26 
Most Helpful Person 
MOST HELPFUL PERSON RESPONSE PERCENTAGE 
1. Mother 32.3 
26.2 
12.3 
9.2 
7.7 
6.2 
4.6 
1.5 
2. Other (29% me, 53% teachers/advisors) 
3. Another family member 
4. Father 
5. Friend 
6. More than one answer (75% Mother/Father) 
7. Guidance Counselor 
8. Blank 
Twenty-seven (41.5%) Cape Verdean seniors selected 
either "mother" or "father" as their primary helper. 
"Father" was not a popular choice, with only 9.1% of all 
Cape Verdean men and 9.3% of the women selecting him. On 
the other hand, "mother" was selected by 40.9% of the men 
and 27.9% of the women. 
Hispanic High School Seniors 
Though the number of Hispanic student responses was 
poorly representative of the high school population being 
studied, only 36% of the total high school population, they 
are included here as an important, albeit small, piece of 
this study of southeastern Massachusetts minority seniors. 
The Hispanic population in this region is dominated by 
Puerto Ricans. The survey respondents are described 
below. 
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% Female % Male High School % of survey 
group 
N = 42 64.3 35.7 Brockton 73.8 
n-1 = 34 64.7 35.3 Randolph 4.8 
n-2 = 35 64.5 35.5 Taunton 19.0 
Wareham 2.4 
ln-1 & n-2 = 23) 
Hispanic students listed Spanish as their first 
language with 83.3% so identifying. A few Hispanic 
students listed English as their first language and a few 
listed both Spanish and English. 
College Choice Stage. Though their limited numbers 
reguired larger percentages to indicate important effects, 
the 35.6 total percentage of students who were either 
tentative or definite about not going to college is 
significant. The figures below demonstrate. 
STAGE % JANUARY % MAY 
not go 5.9 6.5 
deferral 5.9 19.4 
predisposition 14.7_9.7 
26.5 35.6 
College Characteristics. Hispanic high school seniors 
made 98 selections in their January choice sets. Nineteen 
students selected a final choice institution in May. Table 
27 summarizes the characteristics of these choices. 
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Table 27 
College Characteristics Selected by Hispanic Seniors 
Percentaae of Responses 
CHARACTERISTIC CHOICE SET CHOICE 
JANUARY MAY 
Institutional Control 
Public 37.8 42.1 
Private 58.2 57.9 
Other 4.0 0.0 
Degree 
Two-year Associates 23.5 42.1 
Four-year Bachelors 71.4 57.9 
Other 5.0 0.0 
Selectivitv Level 
Two-year (open) 25.2 42.1 
Four-year non-competitive 2.2 0.0 
Four-year minimally difficult 7.7 5.2 
Four-year moderately difficult 58.2 52.6 
Four-year very difficult 6.6 0.0 
Four-year most difficult 0.0 0.0 
Distance From Home 
Local 14.8 25.0 
In-state 63.0 55.0 
Regional 7.4 5.0 
National 14.8 15.0 
International 0.0 0.0 
Average Number of Institutions in Choice Set 3.3 
Note. Figures may not equal 100% due to rounding error. 
Note. Selectivity level was eliminated for some 
institutions as described in Chapter 3. 
Hispanic high school seniors maintained a balance 
toward private institutions in their choice and choice 
sets. Their choices reflected a marked swing toward two- 
year degree programs and toward less selective institutions 
generally. Their choices also described a population not 
interested in going too far from home. 
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College Attribute Ratings. Financial aid was the at¬ 
tribute roost consistently rated "more" or ’’very important” 
by Hispanic students. They differed from other groups by 
the addition of "High School Counselor recommends” to the 
attributes most frequently rated high. The climate and 
retention attribute "Minority social opportunities” also 
made their top five. Table 28 describes their ratings. 
Table 28 
Selected College Attribute Ratings for Hispanic Seniors 
FIVE ATTRIBUTES RATED HIGHEST % Rating More or 
Very Imoortant 
1. Financial aid 86.2 
2. (tie) Graduates get good jobs 82.8 
Has exact program of study 82.8 
3. High School counselor recommends 69.0 
4. Minority social opportunities 65.5 
5 . Graduates get into good grad schools 62.0 
FIVE ATTRIBUTES RATED LOWEST 
1. Religious emphasis 13.8 
2. Size of campus 17.2 
3. Does not require SAT/ACT 17.8 
4. (tie) Close to home 20.6 
Strong emphasis on sports 20.6 
5 . High school friends attend 24.1 
CLIMATE AND RETENTION ATTRIBUTES 
1. Minority social opportunities 65.5 
2. Academic support 51.7 
3. Student < and faculty ethnic diversity 48.3 
4. Programs of study include people 41.3 
of different cultures 
Interest was moderately high in the minority inclusion 
attributes among these students. The concern for specific 
social opportunities for minority students was particularly 
high. 
Reason for Final Choice. Hispanic students, 65% of 
whom said they would be attending their first choice 
institution, listed "Exact program wanted" most often as 
the reason for their choice. "Most financial aid" and 
"Close to home" tied for second most often listed reason. 
Table 29 displays their responses. 
Table 29 
Reason for Final Choice 
REASON FOR FINAL CHOICE RESPONSE PERCENTAGE 
1. Exact program wanted 40.0 
2. Most financial aid 20.0 
3. Close to home 20.0 
4. Academic reputation 5.0 
5. Athletic program 5.0 
6. Other 5.0 
7. More than one answer 5.0 
Most Helpful Person. One third of these students 
selected "Mother" as their primary mentor in the 
discussions about their future. "Father" was a lowly fifth 
in popularity while "Other" once again ranked high. Twelve 
(40%) Hispanic seniors sleeted either "mother" or "father" 
as their primary helper. Of all Hispanic seniors, "father" 
was selected by only 5.3% of the women and 9.1% of the men. 
"Mother" was selected by 36.8% of the women and 27.3% of 
the men. Table 30 describes the total sub-group selections. 
103 
Table 30 
Most Helpful Person 
MOST HELPFUL PERSON RESPONSE PERCENTAGE 
1. Mother 33.3 
2. Other (28.6%, "me"; 57.1%, teachers) 23.3 
3. Another family member 16.7 
4. Friend 13.3 
5 . Father 6.7 
6. Guidance Counselor 3.3 
7. More than one answer 3.3 
8 . Blank 1.5 
White High School Seniors 
White survey responses represented 90.7% of the white 
high school senior population being studied. The group had 
the following characteristics: 
% Female % Male 
N = 798 54.1 45.9 
n-1 = 674 54.7 45.0 
n-2 = 635 53.5 46.5 
(n- 1 & n-2 = 511) 
High School % of survey 
group 
Brockton 43.5 
Randolph 15.2 
Taunton 28.6 
Wareham 12.8 
*Figures may not equal 100% due to rounding error. 
The majority of the 8.1% of white students who listed 
themselves as bilingual listed Portuguese as their first 
language. 
College Choice Stage. Stage data for this group 
showed that a comparatively high number of students moved 
into the deferral group in May. One fifth of the white 
seniors responding indicated they were either tentative or 
definite about not going to college in the fall. 
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STAGE JANUARY MAY % 
not go 4.3 
deferral 7.9 
predisposition 9.9 
22.1 
% 
3.6 
13.2 
3.9 
20.7 
There was a marked increase of students who planned to 
defer their higher education from January to May. 
College Characteristics. White high school seniors 
made 2,025 selections in their January choice sets. Four 
hundred seventy-one listed a final choice institution in 
May. Table 31 summarizes the characteristics of these 
choices. 
White seniors selected public institutions 45.4% of 
the time in January and showed a 58.0% preference for 
public institutions in May, demonstrating a migration 
pattern similar to other groups. Selective institutions 
were named much less ofthen than 2-year and moderately 
selective institutions. 
College Attribute Ratings. White seniors most often 
rated "Graduates get good jobs" as "more" or "very 
important" with "Has exact program of study" a close 
second. Both "Low total cost" and "Financial aid" were 
important to most white students. Table 32 outlines these 
ratings. 
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Table 31 
College Characteristics Selected by White Seniors 
Percentage of Responses 
CHARACTERISTIC CHOICE SET CHOICE 
JANUARY_MAY 
Institutional Control 
Public 53.2 58.0 
Private 45.4 39.1 
Other 1.2 3.0 
Degree 
Two-year Associates 18.2 28.5 
Four-year Bachelors 79.6 68.7 
Other 2.2 2.8 
Selectivity Level 
Two-year (open) 18.8 29.2 
Four-year non-competitive <1.0 <1.0 
Four-year minimally difficult 6.2 5.1 
Four-year moderately difficult 64.8 56.3 
Four-year very difficult 7.7 7.5 
Four-year most difficult 2.2 1.5 
Distance From Home 
Local 27.5 41.8 
In-state 43.5 32.5 
Regional 17.1 16.0 
National 11.6 8.9 
International >1.0 1.0 
Average Number of Institutions in Choice Set 3.5 
Note. Figures may not equal 100% due to rounding error. 
Note. Selectivity level was eliminated for some institu¬ 
tions as described in Chapter 3. 
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Table 32 
Selected College Attribute Ratings for White Seniors 
FIVE ATTRIBUTES RATED HIGHEST % Rating More or 
Verv Imoortant 
1. Graduates get good jobs 84.6 
2. Has exact program of study 77.5 
3. Financial aid 74.5 
4. Graduates get into good grad schools 63.3 
5. Low total cost 48.7 
FIVE ATTRIBUTES RATED LOWEST 
1. Religious emphasis 6.5 
2. Minority social opportunities 11.2 
3. High school friends attend 12.8 
4. Student and faculty ethnic diversity 13.1 
5. High admissions standards 14.0 
CLIMATE AND RETENTION ATTRIBUTES 
1. Academic support 41.6 
2. Programs of study include people of 
different cultures 
14.3 
3. Student and faculty ethnic diversity 13.1 
4. Minority social opportunities 11.2 
There was a significant lack of support for the 
minority inclusion attributes within the white high school 
seniors group. Not only do two of them end up in the most 
often rated lowest attributes, the third just misses the 
list. A fair-sized group of white seniors were more 
concerned with the fourth climate and retention attribute, 
"academic support," but not at the level seen with minority 
sub-groups (see Table G-l). 
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Reason for Final Choice. A substantial number of 
white students, 66.4%, said they would be attending their 
first choice institution. "Exact program wanted" was the 
reason most often given for making the final choice as seen 
in Table 33. 
Table 33 
Reason for Final Choice 
REASON RESPONSE PERCENTAGE 
1. Exact program 40.5 
2. Other 16.2 
3. Close to home 14.5 
4. Most financial aid 13.7 
5. More than on answer 5.9 
6. Academic reputation 5.7 
7 . Athletic program 1.9 
Most Helpful Person. White students also selected 
"Mother" more often than any other person as the "Single 
most helpful person" as they planned their futures. 
"Father" once more did poorly, as seen in Table 34. Forty- 
four percent (278) of all white seniors named either 
"mother" or "father" as their primary helper. Of all white 
seniors, 34.0% of the women selected "mother" and 27.3% of 
the men selected her. Men selected "father" 14.3% and 
12.1% of the women selected him. 
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Table 34 
Most Helpful Person 
MOST HELPFUL PERSON RESPONSE PERCENTAGE 
1. Mother 30.9 
2. Friend 15.2 
3. Other (75%, "me") 14.6 
4. Father 13.2 
5. Guidance Counselor 8.6 
6. Another family member 8.7 
7. More than one answer (Mother/Father, 65%) 6.3 
8. Blank 2.5 
Sub-Group Differences 
This section provides comparative views of areas of 
difference among sub-groups in the following ways: 
1. by presentation of ANOVA test results on college 
attributes 
2. by describing "other" responses to college attributes 
3. by examination of responses to "Most helpful person" 
4. by comparing sub-group attribute ratings to their 
reasons for their choices in May 
5. by identifying the impact of local institutions in 
sub-group choice 
6. by discussion of written responses explaining change 
of plans from January to May. 
In this way the section displays both statistically 
significant and perceptually derived differences among the 
sub-groups. 
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ANOVA Results 
Statistical tests were conducted to determine if the 
five sub-groups differed significantly in their ratings of 
the college attributes. (For a display of percentages by 
sub-group, see Table G-l.) Oneway univariate analyses of 
variance (ANOVAS) were completed for each of the 23 
attributes. 
The results of the ANOVAS, seen in Table 35, revealed 
that the sub-groups had assigned significantly different 
ratings for 14 of the 23 attributes (p<.03). In Table 31, 
an asterisk (*) to the left of the F probability figure 
indicates a significant difference among groups. Tukeys 
HSD test for comparison of means was completed to determine 
where sub-group differences occurred. Results of the 
Tukeys test are displayed in Table 35. 
Attributes Most Often Rated High 
The ANOVAS found no significant difference among the 
groups for the three attributes rated most important by 
all, "Financial Aid," "Graduates get good jobs," and 
"Graduates get into good grad schools." In the comparison 
of the top five highest rated attributes by each sub-group, 
however, some differences were revealed (highest rated 
attribute = highest percentage of students rating attribute 
as "more" or "very" important.) These differences can be 
seen in Table 37 (p<.05). 
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Table 35 
ANOVA Summary Table: Group Rating Differences 
Attribute MS (between) F ratio F probability 
Academic reputation 5.21 2.80 .0247* 
Has program of study 3.44 2.65 .0325* 
Size of campus 5.32 1.85 .1174 
Low total cost 7.86 2.69 .0302* 
Student and faculty ethnic diversity 72.85 23.02 .0000* 
Does not require SAT/ACT 9.90 2.57 .0370 
Close faculty student association 6.89 3.05 .0163* 
Excellent physical facilities 3.14 1.11 .3497 
Active social life 4.48 1.67 .1541 
High admissions standards 9.30 3.94 .0035* 
Minority social opportunities 261.95 84.49 .0000* 
Financial aid 4.90 2.26 .0608 
Family recommends 11.03 3.34 .0100* 
Guidance counselor recommends 26.34 8.74 .0000* 
Strong emphasis on sports 9.20 2.33 .0539 
College spends money/time to persuade 13.30 4.30 .0019* 
Academic support 35.80 14.46 .0000* 
High school friends attend 10.19 3.05 .0163* 
Close to home 6.85 1.75 .1356 
Programs of study include different 
cultures 
71.10 25.20 .0000* 
Religious emphasis 31.20 10.73 .0000* 
Graduates get good jobs 1.42 1.29 .2731 
Graduates get into good grad schools 4.25 1.69 .1512 
Note. p<.03 
Attributes Least Often Rated High 
For attributes appearing in sub-groups' lowest five 
(lowest percentage of students rating "more" or "very" 
important), significant differences were also found. The 
attribute "religious emphasis," rated low by all sub¬ 
groups, found white and Cape Verdean seniors differing from 
Black and Hispanic seniors (p<.05). 
"High admissions standards," ranked low by white, Cape 
Verdean, and black seniors, showed a significant difference 
between Asian seniors and black, Cape Verdean, and white 
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Table 36 
Tukey's Multiple Range Test Results 
Attribute Asian Black CpVerd Hisp White (N=40) (N=78) (N=62) (N=29) (N=588) 
Academic reputation 6.00# 5.42 5.61 5.52 5.32 
Has program of study 6.33 6.05 5.76# 6.38 6.19* 
Size of campus 4.80 4.06 4.53 4.69 4.30 
Low total cost 5.58 5.64 5.63 5.69 5.18 
Student & faculty ethnic 
diversity 
4.98* 5.13* 4.74* 4.86* 3.58# 
Does not require SAT/ 3.60 4.09 4.08* 3.64 3.49 
Close faculty-student 
association 
5.30 5.06 4.47# 4.83 5.12* 
Excellent physical 
facilities 
4.65 5.08 5.10 5.31 4.87 
Active social life 4.68 5.05 5.50 5.07 5.18 
High admiss. stds. 5.00# 4.15* 4.08* 4.24 4.02* 
Minority social 
opportunities 
5.20* 6.00* 5.69* 5.76* 3.14# 
Financial aid 6.30 6.34 6.32 6.41 5.98 
Family recommends 4.45 4.67 4.27 4.90 4.07 
Guidance counselor 4.83 5.19* 5.19* 5.55* 4.38# 
recommends 
Emphasis on sports 3.55 4.38 4.05 4.10 3.74 
College spends money/ 
time to persuade 
4.45 4.50 5.11# 4.82 4.23* 
Academic support 5.73* 5.99* 6.06* 5.66 4.97# 
High school friends 
attend 
3.38 3.71 4.03 4.17 3.40 
Close to home 4.45 3.62 4.03 4.07 4.20 
Programs of study include 
diff. cult. 
4.85* 5.24* 5.13 5.07* 3.76# 
Religious emphasis 3.18 3.56# 2.37* 3.66# 2.49* 
Grads get good jobs 6.38 6.62 6.60 6.48 6.39 
Grads/into grad sch 6.03* 5.79 6.13 5.76 5.65 
Note. Those sub -group means followed by # differ from sub- 
group means folowed by an * at the p<. 05 level • 
seniors. ANOVAS on three other low-rated attributes, " high 
school friends attend" (rated low by all) , "does not 
require SAT/ACT" (rated low by all except white students). 
and "size of campus" (rated low by black, Cape Verdean, and 
Hispanic seniors) found no signficant differences. 
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Table 37 
Sub-Group Differences in Selected Highest Rated Attributes 
Attribute Sub-Group Rating 
in Top Five 
P<. 05 
Guidance counselor 
recommends 
Hispanic between white 
and Black, Cape 
Verd., Hispanic 
Has exact program All Sub-groups between White 
and Cape 
Verdean 
Academic 
reputation 
Asian between White 
and Asian 
Academic support Asian, Black, Cape 
Verdean, Hispanic 
between Asian, 
Black, Cape 
Verd. Hispanic, 
and White 
Minority social 
opportunities 
Black, Cape 
Verdean, Hispanic 
between Asian, 
Black, Cape 
Verdean, 
Hispanic and 
White 
Climate and Retention Attributes 
Based on the college climate and retention literature, 
four attributes were identified to test for importance and 
differences in the college choice process by sub-group. 
Three of these attributes, "student and faculty ethnic 
diversity," "programs of study include people of different 
cultures," and "minority social opportunities," have been 
referred to here as "minority inclusion attributes" because 
of their reference to both academic and social inclusion. 
Table 38 shows Tukey's results for these attributes. 
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Table 38 
Climate and Retention Attributes - Sub-Group Differences 
Attribute 
Student and faculty ethnic 
diversity 
Minority social 
opportunities 
Academic support 
Programs of study include 
people of diff. cultures 
P<. 05 
Between white and 
Asian, Black, Cape 
Verdean, Hispanic 
Between white and 
Asian, black. Cape 
Verdean, Hispanic 
Between white and 
Asian, black, Cape 
Verdean 
Between white and 
Asian, black, Cape 
Verdean 
It can be seen that differences between white seniors and 
minority sub-groups occur across all of the climate and 
retention attributes. These differences are particularly 
marked across the minority inclusion attributes. 
Mid-Range Attributes 
Two attributes, "close faculty/student association" 
and "college spends time and money to persuade me to 
attend," though rated high less frequently than other 
attribute, nonetheless yielded significant differences 
among some sub-groups. Tukeys results show that Cape 
Verdean seniors, who more often rated "close 
faculty/student association" "more" or "very" important, 
differed significantly from their white counterparts 
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(p<.05). A corresponding difference is seen between Cape 
Verdean seniors and white seniors on ’’College spends time, 
money to persuade me to attend." 
No significant differences among sub-groups were found 
on the attribute "low total cost," which was rated "more' 
or "very" important by a relatively high percentage of all 
sub-groups (ranging from 48.7% to 62.8%). Other attributes 
with mid-range importance ratings where significant 
differences among groups were not found included "excellent 
physical facilities," "active social life," "family 
recommends' (41% of Hispanics rated this higher), "strong 
emphasis on sports," (only 7.5% of Asians rated this 
higher) and "close to home (34.8% of Asians rated this 
higher, more than any other sub-group.) 
Written Responses for "Other" 
Given the opportunity to write a personally important 
college attribute in addition to the list of 23 provided, 
76 seniors listed "other" responses. Only 14 wrote some 
version of the 23 attributes available. The responses were 
personal and idiosyncratic, ranging from silly to serious, 
i.e., "Elvis fan club," "Want no liberals," to "counselor 
for personal matters," "curriculum based on the Bible." 
Six students listed "co-op program." "Diversity" was 
listed by one black senior and one white senior. Only 14 
of these responses were from minority students. 
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Sub-Group Comparison - "Most Helpful Person*1 
The high frequency of responses for "mother” and 
comparatively poor response for "Father" prompted further 
examination of this item by sex. The May survey had a 55% 
female response and a 44.9% male response. For combined 
sub-groups, 33.9% of female seniors selected "mother" and 
29.6% of male seniors selected her as most helpful. Table 
39 shows a higher percentage of Asian and white seniors 
identifying with the same sex parent than other sub-groups. 
Both male and female black seniors have particularly high 
percentages choosing "Mother" as most helpful. 
A chi-square test of significance run on this 
attribute did suggest a difference among the sub-groups, 
p<.03. Differences in the distribution of groups on this 
variable showed Cape Verdean seniors more likely than 
others to list "Other" as their helper while black seniors 
rated "Mother" much higher than most. 
Sub-Group Comparison - "Reason for Final Choice" 
Table 40 shows the sub-group distribution by reason 
for final choice. The five reasons seniors could select 
from in May mirrored five of the attributes rated 
previously in January. 
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Table 39 
Sub-Group Percentages by Sex - Most Helpful Person 
M F GC FR ARM 0 MTO 
Asian 
Fn=16 
Mn=19 
37.5 
10.5 
0.0 
26.3 
18.8 
0.0 
6.3 
15.8 
12.5 
26.3 
12.5 
15.8 
6.3 
5.3 
Black* 
Fn=43 
Mn=32 
45.2 
46.9 
7.1 
6.3 
14.3 
9.4 
14.3 
6.3 
2.4 
9.4 
4.8 
6.3 
11.9 
9.4 
CpVerd 
Fn=43 
Mn=2 2 
27.9 
40.9 
9.3 
9.1 
7.0 
0.0 
9.3 
4.5 
14.0 
9.1 
30.2 
18.2 
2.3 
13.6 
Hispan 
Fn=20 
Mn=ll 
36.8 
27.3 
5.3 
9.1 
5.3 
0.0 
15.8 
9.1 
15.8 
18.2 
21.1 
27.3 
0.0 
9.1 
White 
Fn=340 
Mn=295 
34.0 
27.3 
12.1 
14.3 
8.0 
9.2 
12.7 
18.1 
8.9 
8.5 
16.3 
12.0 
5.6 
7.2 
Note. *One blank. 
Note. Percentages may not equal 100% due to missing 
responses. 
Abbreviations include M=mother; GC=guidance counselor; 
AFM=another family member; F=father; FR=friend; O=other; 
MT0=more than one. 
Though the range was wide, all sub-groups except 
Asians selected "Has exact program” more frequently (or as 
frequently) than any other reason. Over one-third of the 
Asian seniors selected "most financial aid" as the most 
important reason for their choice of college. "Exact 
program" elicited the second highest number of responses 
for Asian students, however. 
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Table 40 
Sub-Group Percentages - Reason for Final Choice 
N=8 94 
Reason 
# responding 
Asian 
31 
Black 
60 
CpVer 
49 
Hisp 
20 
White 
476 
Most fin. aid 35.5 13.3 22.4 20.0 13.7 
Exact prog. 29.0 26.7 24.5 20.0 40.5 
Close to home 12.9 6.7 18.4 20.0 14.5 
Academic rep. 12.9 18.3 8.2 5.0 5.7 
Athletic prog. 0.0 5.0 8.2 5.0 1.9 
Other 6.5 11.7 8.2 5.0 16.2 
More than one answer 3.2 13.3 10.2 5.0 5.9 
Note. Percentages may not egual 100% due to rounding error. 
By comparing these responses to the January attribute 
ratings, it was possible to see consistency in the 
importance of "financial aid" and "exact program" over 
time. However, "Reason for final choice" was also included 
in the May survey to provide an opportunity to discover any 
trends which might develop in what students wrote as 
"other." 
However, only 100 elected to list one here. Minority 
response was low, with only 16 varied responses. Many of 
the "other" reasons listed by all sub-groups related to 
cost. However, several students stated that their choice 
was made primarily because they did not get into their 
first choice school. Some indicated a need to go to a two- 
year institution to qualify for their first choice school. 
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Sub-Group Comparison -Selected Institutional 
Characteristics 
Six institutions appeared to have a substantial 
influence on the college choice in May of the sub-groups in 
this study. For minority sub-groups, these institutions 
were the primarily local public institutions, Massasoit 
Community College, Bridgewater State College, University of 
Massachusetts-Dartmouth, University of Massachusetts- 
Boston, and the state flagship institution, University of 
Massachusetts, Amherst. For white students these 
institutions were the same with the exchange of UMass- 
Boston for Bristol Community College as result of higher 
ratings. 
A higher percentage of white students (39.9%) selected 
these institutions as a group than did minority students 
(37.0%). The percentages choosing the above-described 
local institutions for white and minority sub-groups, as 
well as for the state flagship, are as follows: 
Sub-Group % State Flagship % Local 
Asian 19.4 22.7 
Black 1.7 26.7 
Cape Verdean 4.1 44.8 
Hispanic 5.0 20.0 
White 5.7 32.2 
In contrast, historically black institutions and 
women's institutions attracted few choices, four and six 
respectively. Three white and three minority women 
selected Simmons (3), Bryn Mawr (1)/ and Wheelock (2), 
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while two black, one Cape Verdean and one white senior 
selected Howard, the University of Jacksonville, and 
Wilburforce University. 
Written Responses to Change of College Plans 
In May, students were asked to write their reasons if 
they had changed their college attendance plans and were 
now not planning to go. Though percentages of responses 
for all groups were low, minority groups showed higher 
percentages within the 71 students who wrote a response to 
this item. The percentages of responses within each sub¬ 
group were as follows: Hispanic, 16.1; Cape Verdean, 13.8; 
Asian, 11.4; black, 8.0; and white, 6.5. 
Since there were so few responses for each of the 
minority groups it was difficult to ascertain any patterns. 
For all sub-groups, however, 20% of the responses related 
to financial issues, 20% selected employment options, 14% 
chose the military and 6% mentioned grades as a factor. 
Ten percent of the students gave reasons such as "not 
sure of goals," "not ready," or "take a year off to figure 
things out." Other reasons were as diverse as "I might be 
getting a record contract singing Spanish reggae" and "I 
have a child on the way." 
By identifying the students responding to this item 
who also completed Survey I (60%), it was possible to see 
that most of this group was at least considering college in 
January, 50% were in the search stage, 29% in 
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predisposition and 4% in choice. In May, 52.1% placed in 
"deferral," 9.9% were "not going," and 21.1% identified in 
the "predisposition" stage. Twelve students divided 
themselves evenly between "search" and "choice." 
Summary 
The following briefly highlights ways in which the 
data presented here addressed the research questions listed 
at the beginning of the chapter. 
Question One 
At the mid-point (January) of their senior year in 
high school, where are minority students in the college 
choice process? How does this change in May of their 
senior year? 
The stage matrix made it possible to view stage in 
college choice profiles for each minority sub-group as well 
as for the white sub-group. These profiles were marked by 
variation between all sub-groups but showed a fair amount 
of consistency within the individual sub-groups. 
Asian students revealed the highest college-going 
profile, ranking highest in search/choice in January and in 
choice in May. Their 11.5 January marginal factor and 9.8 
marginal factor in May were the lowest of all groups at 
each point. 
Black students, while second highest in search/choice 
in January, dropped to third highest in choice in May. 
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However, they experienced a significant drop in their 
marginal factor (from 21.0% to 14.7%) in May. Black 
seniors still had 20% of their group in search in May. 
Cape Verdean students were just slightly lower than 
black students in search/choice in January but fell to next 
lowest in choice in May. Their January (27.1%) and May 
(26.2%) marginal factors showed the least change from 
January to May of all sub-groups. 
Hispanic students fell in the middle of all sub-groups 
in January in search/choice but ranked fifth as less than 
half fell into the choice stage in May. The increase in 
their marginal factor, from 26.5% to 35.6%, was the largest 
of all sub-groups. 
In comparison with the minority sub-groups, white 
students ranked third in search/choice in January, behind 
Asians and blacks and were second to Asians in choice in 
May. Both the black and Asian sub-groups demonstrated 
lower marginal factors in January and May than the 22.1% 
(January) and 20.7% (May) figures for white students. 
Question Two 
Which institutions do minority students in 
southeastern Massachusetts consider and what are the 
characteristics of these institutions found in student 
choice sets? 
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This study has made limited references to minority 
students as an individual group. Rather, it has focused on 
each of the racial/ethnic sub-groups when presenting data. 
Question Three will highlight the differences among these 
sub-groups with regard to choice and choice set 
characteristics. 
However, the following will serve to describe student 
choices for all sub-groups combined. (See Appendix E for 
list of institutions.) The students in this study named 
350 different post-secondary institutions in their choice 
set and choice lists. Of these institutions, 92.8% could 
be identified as colleges or universities. The list 
included 28.5% public institutions and 72.5% private. Only 
23 new institutions were added to the list of choice set 
colleges in May. 
Two-year institutions and four year institutions 
represented 9.7% and 82.5% of the total respectively. A 
small percentage were certificate-granting institutions. 
The percentages of four-year institutions in each 
entrance difficulty category (selectivity) were 8.9% most 
difficult; 16.6% very difficult; 57.7% moderately 
difficult; 9.6% minimally difficult; 7.2% not competitive 
(open). Size was not considered germane to the study 
because of the wide variety of institutions included. 
However, for four-year institutions the percentages were 
10,000+ (very large) 22.1%; 4,000-9,999 (large) 23.5%; 
2,000-3,999 (medium) 23.3%; less than 1,999 (small) 31.1%. 
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Question Three 
Will certain college characteristics be more important 
to one minority group than to another? What are these 
characteristics? 
Analysis of choice set and choice post-secondary 
institutions identified some interesting differences among 
the sub-groups with regard to specific college 
characteristics. For example, Asian students selected a 
much higher percentage of private institutions in their 
choice sets than other sub-groups. In May, however, the 
percentages for public/private evened out, which was 
similar to what happened with the other sub-groups. Only 
35.5% of Asian students, it should be noted, responded in 
May that they would be attending their first choice 
institutions. 
Another difference can be seen in the figures for two- 
year and four-year institutions. Black and Hispanic seniors 
experienced an almost 20% jump from January to May in 
percentage of two-year selections, to 37.0% and 42.9% 
respectively. Percentages of two-year college selections 
for Cape Verdean students increased only slightly from 
January to May. Asian students selected two-year schools 
much less frequently than other sub-groups though in 
comparable proportions suggested by state-wide figures. 
Although there were considerable fewer selections of 
most to very selective institutions in all sub-groups' 
choice sets and choices, Asian seniors selected these 
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institutions two to three times more than other sub-groups. 
In January, the percentage of choices of these institutions 
was much lower for Hispanic and Cape Verdean students and 
in May they virtually disappeared entirely for these sub¬ 
groups . 
Black seniors made more selections in the three lowest 
entrance difficulty categories in May than any other sub¬ 
group. White student figures were more comparable to 
Hispanic and Cape Verdean percentages. 
Percentages for distance from home categories 
reflected the numbers of students in each sub-group who 
were assigned a particular category derived from the Zemsky 
and Oedel (1983) classification index. These percentages 
revealed that more Asian and Cape Verdean seniors had more 
local and in-state institutions in their choice sets than 
other sub-groups. Percentages for black seniors were the 
lowest of all sub-groups in the local-in-state combined 
category. 
Overall, this group of seniors revealed limited 
interest in national (out-of-state) post secondary 
institutions. 
Question Four 
Will the attributes derived from the literature of 
college climate and student retention be of more, less, or 
of comparable importance to minority students than other 
attributes? 
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The degree of importance of each of the attributes 
derived from the college climate and retention literature 
varied by sub-group. Responses from each of the minority 
sub-groups on these four attributes, "Student and faculty 
ethnic diversity," "Minority social opportunities," 
"Academic support," and "Programs of study include 
different cultures," placed them among the highest rated of 
the 23 attributes in some sub-group ratings or at least 
mid-range in other ratings. 
Minority sub-group percentages rating high for these 
attributes ranged from 40.0% to 77.0%. The following 
summarizes how these attributes compared with other 
attribute ratings for each sub-group. 
Asian Seniors. Asian students differed from all other 
minority sub-groups in that none of the four climate and 
retention attributes ranked in their top five most often 
highest rated attributes. However, close to two-thirds 
(62.5%) rated "Academic support" more or very important. 
Other of these attributes fell mid-range in their ratings 
of all other attributes. 
Asian seniors differed significantly (p<,05) from 
white students on the attribute "Academic reputation," one 
of the Asian sub-group's top five rated attributes. Also, 
though only 37.5% of Asian seniors rated it high, they 
differed significantly from Cape Verdean and white seniors 
on "High admissions standards." 
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Black Seniors. Two of the climate and retention 
attributes were in the top five most often highest rated 
attributes for black seniors. "Minority social 
opportunities" ranked third (at 77.0%) and "Academic 
support" was fourth (at 71.8%.) Of all sub-groups, black 
seniors rated these attributes highest most often. 
"Student and faculty ethnic diversity," though not as 
popular as the other climate and retention attributes, 
still was rated higher more often than nearly half of the 
other 23 attributes by black seniors. 
Cape Verdean Seniors. The attribute "Academic 
support" was rated high often enough to occur in Cape 
Verdean seniors' top five, ranking fourth at 74.2%. The 
other climate and retention attributes were ranked on the 
higher end of mid-range, from 43.5% for "Student and 
faculty diversity" to 58.0% for "Minority social 
opportuities." 
Cape Verdean seniors differed significantly (p<.05) 
from white seniors on two attributes, "Close-faculty 
student association" was not as important to Cape Verdean 
seniors, 27.4%, but "College spends time and money to 
persuade me to attend" was of greater interest, 42.0%. 
Hispanic Seniors. Hispanic seniors were second only 
to black seniors in their ratings of the climate and 
retention attributes. Over 65% of them rated "Minority 
social opportunities" high enough for it to rank fourth in 
their top five most often rated high attributes. 
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However, Hispanic students differed significantly 
(p<.05) from all other sub-groups on the attribute "High 
school counselor recommends." They also rated this 
attribute higher more often than all climate and retention 
attributes (69.0%). 
White Seniors. White seniors differed significantly 
(p<.05) from all minority sub-groups on two of the climate 
and retention attributes. These attributes, "Minority 
social opportunities" and "Student and faculty ethnic 
diversity" were least often rated high and were found in 
their lowest rated attribute list. 
Though 41.6% of white seniors rated "academic support" 
high, their percentage was still lower than other sub¬ 
groups. White seniors differed significantly from all 
minority sub-groups except Cape Verdeans on "Programs of 
study include different cultures" and from all minority 
sub- groups except Hispanics on "Academic support" (p<.05). 
Question Five 
When students list the institution they have selected 
to attend, how will what they say about what was the 
deciding factor compare to their ratings of attributes in 
January? 
Four sub-groups gave the largest percentage of 
responses for the reason "Has exact program wanted." Asian 
students more frequently responded "Most financial aid." 
The strength of such attributes as "Graduates get good 
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jobs" and "Graduates get into good graduate schools" in 
January appeared not to outweigh listed reasons enough to 
be mentioned as an important reason when given the "Other" 
option. Summaries of how these responses compared to the 
January attribute ratings for each sub-group show some 
interesting differences. 
Asian Seniors. Though Asian students frequently rated 
both "Has program of study" (87.5%) and "Academic 
reputation" (72.5%) high in January, in May it was "Most 
financial aid" which garnered the highest percentage of 
responses 35.5%). And, though "Has exact program wanted" 
received almost as many responses (29.0%) as "Most 
financial aid," nearly three times as many students 
selected "Most financial aid" than selected "Best academic 
reputation (12.9%). 
Only 35% of Asian seniors said they would be attending 
their first choice institution. These figures point to the 
importance of financial aid in the institution Asian 
seniors ultimately select with a possible link to their 
satisfaction with their choice. 
Black Seniors. In contrast, black seniors, 84.4% of 
which rated financial aid very important in January, 
demonstrated it was less important in May. Only 13.3% 
identified it as the deciding factor. Ahead of financial 
aid were both "Had exact program wanted" (26.7%) and "Best 
academic reputation" (18.3%). Overall their responses were 
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more disparate than other sub-groups, with five reasons 
receiving 11% or more responses. 
Slightly over half (53.3%) of black students indicated 
they would be attending their first choice institution. 
Financial aid, however, did not seem a major mitigating 
factor in their choice. 
Cape Verdean Seniors. In January 82.2% of Cape 
Verdean seniors rated financial aid as important. In May 
it received the second highest percentage of responses 
(22.4%). "Had exact program wanted" received 24.5% of 
their responses in May. In January, 61.3% rated it very 
important, fewer than all other sub-goups. 
At 18.4%, Cape Verdean seniors listed "Close to home" 
more often in May than all other sub-groups. In January 
only 29.0% rated it very important, third highest of all 
sub-groups, behind Asian, 34.8%, and white seniors, 30.9%. 
Most Cape Verdean seniors, 65.3%, said they would be 
attending their first choice institution. For some Cape 
Verdean students, it was important that these first choice 
institutions were close to home. 
Hispanic Seniors. Forty percent of Hispanic seniors 
listed "Had exact program wanted" in May as their most 
important reason for choosing the college they planned to 
attend. In January, 82.8% rated it very important. In 
January financial aid was rated very important by 86.2% 
while 20% of Hispanic seniors listed it in May as the most 
important reason for their college selection. 
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Twenty percent of Hispanic seniors listed "close to 
home" as their most important reason in May, and 20.6% 
rated it very important in January. Nearly two thirds 
(65%) of Hispanic seniors said they would be attending 
their first choice institution. 
White Seniors. "Has exact program wanted" elicited 
40.5% of white seniors' respones for their most important 
reason for college choice. In January, 77.5% of them rated 
it very important. 
At 16.2% for "Other," white seniors led all other sub¬ 
groups. "Other" responses tend to be versions of the 
reasons listed. 
Only 13.7%, lowest of all sub-group percentages, 
listed financial aid as the deciding reason . However, in 
January, 74.5% rated it very important. Of all sub-groups, 
more white seniors were satisfied with the college they had 
selected, at 66.4%. 
Question Six 
What can be learned about the breadth of college 
choice sets of these students? Will there be patterns 
suggesting popularity of community colleges, public 
colleges, historically black colleges, or other 
institutional types? 
Data presented earlier showed that white seniors 
selected local public institutions, as well as the state 
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flagship institution, at a slightly higher percentage than 
minority sub-groups. Review of these figures re¬ 
vealed a strikingly higher percentage of Asian seniors 
selecting the state flagship institution than other sub¬ 
groups . 
Cape Verdean figures once again portrayed the local 
profile, and showed 44.8% of their May choices were local 
public institutions. White seniors, almost one-third, also 
selected a sizable number of local institutions in May. 
Black and Hispanic seniors moved in greater 
proportions to two-year institutions in May. Over a 
quarter of Cape Verdean and white students also selected 
two-year institutions in May. Asian students were less 
likely to choose a two-year school in May than other sub¬ 
groups . 
Seniors in all sub-groups showed little interest in 
historically black and women's institutions. However, in 
spite of the overall local/in-state flavor of all sub¬ 
groups choices, institutions from 36 states, the District 
of Columbia, and five countries were listed. 
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CHAPTER 5 
COMPARISONS, RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUDING THOUGHTS 
The purpose of this study was to find out more about 
the college choice process of minority high schools 
seniors. Guiding the study were two primary questions. 
1. Do minority high school seniors consider important the 
same college characteristics and attributes the 
literature of college choice suggests? 
2. Do minority students consider important other aspects 
of colleges, such as those attributes suggested in the 
college climate and retention literature as 
influential to the success of minority students? 
This chapter is divided into three parts. Part One 
will discuss findings of the study as they relate to the 
two primary research questions. It will also examine the 
findings for possible clues to understanding the present 
pattern of minority enrollments in higher education. Part 
Two will put the findings in a larger context by looking at 
them in light of where they fit in the current body of 
college choice literature. Finally, Part Three offers 
recommendations for educational practice and further 
research and concluding thoughts. 
Part One; How Findings Compare 
Comparisons in this part are organized under the 
following topics: 
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1. stage in process of college choice 
2. college attributes considered in college choice 
3. college choice sets and final choice 
4. external influences - significant others 
5. college climate and retention attributes. 
In each instance findings of this study are compared with 
previous studies of college choice. Comparisons are made 
with those studies which both have and have not examined 
college choice features by racial/ethnic group. 
Though the primary research questions related to 
college attributes, a comparison of the method used to 
obtain stage data with the literature is included here 
because of the salience of stage to the process. The 
college choice sets allowed inferences concerning a variety 
of college qualities which could also be considered 
attributes. Attributes specifically derived from the 
climate and retention literature are considered separately 
from general college attributes because of their centrality 
to the focus of this study. 
Stage 
There is relatively strong consensus among college 
choice researchers that there are three primary stages (or 
phases) in the college choice process (Hossler & Gallagher, 
1987; Jackson, 1982; Litten, 1982). These stages are 
variously labeled but the first stage generally refers to 
the period in which circumstances contribute to the 
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formation of the decision to go or not to go to college 
(predisposition). The timing of this is broad, reaching 
into the elementary years for some students while extending 
much later for others. 
The second stage, search, is characterized by an 
active investigation of college and the qualities desired 
in a college. This search might begin as early as junior 
high but is most focused during a student's junior and 
early senior years (Hossler & Gallagher, 1987; Lewis and 
Morrison, 1975). Morehouse, in her 1993 study of minority 
students, found that more than one third began seriously 
thinking about specific colleges they might attend prior to 
their junior year. Her sample consisted of an academically 
strong group of students. Finally, the choice stage has 
been recognized to occur when all colleges have been added 
to the choice set and includes the final choice. 
This study, rather than make a broad assumption about 
where seniors at the midpoint of their senior year would be 
in the college choice process, chose to develop an intent- 
action matrix (see Appendix C) to which students could 
respond, allowing a means of identifying their college 
choice behaviour and suggesting membership in one of the 
three stages just described. Such a design was not 
encountered in any of the research reviewed for this study. 
The matrix included a category for students not going 
to college and for those planning to defer their college 
plans beyond the following September. It was speculated 
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that more students would have fallen into the 
predisposition stage or search stage without the deferral 
option. 
Other than the identification of the deferral group, 
application of this matrix did not produce any real 
surprises about where most students would be in light of 
prior research findings. However, it did serve to illumine 
other findings of the study with regard to sub-group 
aspirations. 
The Hispanic and Asian sub-groups, in particular, 
revealed consistency of stage with current data concerning 
college attendance rates (Carter & Wilson, 1992; Richardson 
& Skinner, 1991; The Road to College, 1991). These 
Hispanic students, as described by the marginal factor 
based on percentages in predisposition, not go, and 
deferral were not likely to increase Hispanic proportions 
in college. 
Previous research also found that black students start 
the process of college choice later (Lewis & Morrison, 
1975). In contrast, Morehouse (1993) found black students 
most likely to consider specific institutions at an earlier 
age. 
Findings from the stage matrix did find 20% of the 
black seniors still in the search stage in May, after the 
universally recognized candidate's reply date when students 
traditionally must make formal commitment to a college. The 
low marginal factor for Asian seniors, on the other hand, 
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was consistent with their current college attendance rates 
(Carter & Wilson, 1992). 
College Choice Attributes 
In 1982, in a study limited by minimal minority 
responses, Litten found that racial differences in ratings 
of college attributes were negligible. Morehouse, in 1993, 
found that Asian, Hispanic, and black juniors rated many 
items comparably including financial aid offer, costs, 
academic program in major, and academic reputation. On 
mid-range ratings there were some notable differences. 
Black seniors rated high school counselor preference 
considerably higher (41.2) than Asian students (25.9). 
Black students were more concerned with quality of the 
student body (67.0) than Hispanic students (49.2). Black 
students were also more concerned with living arrangements 
(79.6) than Asian students (47.2) or Hispanic students 
(57.9) . 
Data presented for each of the sub-groups suggested 
findings more similar to Morehouse than to Litten. Though 
seniors from all sub-groups rating college attributes 
consistently rated "Financial aid," "Graduates get good 
jobs," and "Graduates get into good grad schools high," no 
sub-group had exactly the same attributes in their top five 
highest rated group. 
Several of the attributes included in this study 
appear in the annual CIRP study of American freshmen (Dey, 
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Astin, & Korn, 1991, Fact File, 1994). These data are not 
published with a racial/ethnic breakdown and are taken 
after the student has committed to a particular 
institution. However, some interesting differences were 
seen when the CIRP general findings for 1993 were compared 
with sub-group findings here. 
Overall, more students gave highest ratings to study 
attributes on the seven-point Likert-type rating scale than 
did students on the CIRP rating scale. Study attribute 
ratings of six or seven were counted as the highest rating 
(very important). CIRP respondents who selected "very 
important" over "somewhat" or "not important" were counted 
as highest. 
Consequently, even though "good academic reputation" 
received the most "very important" responses on CIRP, at 
51.6%, it received fewer six or seven ratings than at least 
five other attributes for all sub-groups except Asian 
seniors, whose responses placed it fifth in their top five. 
(Fact File, 1994). Notably, CIRP trends for this attribute 
have declined from 59% in 1986 (Dey, Astin, and Korn, 
1991). 
For another example of differences, only 9.1% of CIRP 
respondents in 1993 rated "Advice of guidance counselor" as 
very important (Fact File, 1994). Findings here show 
Hispanic seniors rating this attribute highest 69.0% of the 
time, enough to place it in their top five. 
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There are also similarities between CIRP and the 
findings here. The attribute "Graduates get good jobs." 
second highest rated in the 1993 CIRP survey, also gets 
high ratings from all sub-groups here. Neither CIRP's 
attribute "Religious affiliation" nor this study's 
"Religious emphasis" rated as very important with many 
seniors (5.2%, CIRP; 4.8%, Cape Verdean; 5.0%,Asian; 6.5%, 
White; 13.8%, Hispanic; and 19.2%, black. 
Paulsen (1990), in his review of research on college 
attributes, summarized ten studies which had analyzed 
student ratings of college attributes for their power to 
predict enrollment. Of the ten characteristics found to 
distinguish between enrolling and non-enrolling students, 
two comparable attributes from this study were rated in 
every sub-group's top five: "programs" and "financial 
aid." One of the colleges which performed these studies 
included a religious-affiliated, NCAA Division I 
institution. This study found that their religious 
affiliation and athletics were attributes important to many 
enrolling students, a finding which points to the 
limitations of the single institution study. 
Post (1990) found that as perceived cost of attendance 
increased, the effect on Hispanic students likelihood of 
planning to attend college was greater than on white 
students. In January, 86.2% of the Hispanic students 
rating attributes rated financial aid as important (highest 
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of all sub-groups). At that time, the stage matrix 
identified 
70.6% of Hispanic seniors in search or choice and 5.9% 
planning to defer. 
However, in May, the stage matrix (which combined 
intent and action) found only 54.9% of Hispanic seniors in 
search or choice and 19.4% of them planning to defer. Data 
here appear to mirror Post's findings with respect to 
differences between intent and action. 
Comparisons of this study to selected general 
literature, particularly to research on college attributes 
resulted in three major findings. One, on what one might 
call "apple pie attributes" such as "Graduates get good 
jobs," "Graduates get into good graduate schools," and "Has 
exact program," there was virtually no difference in how 
the racial/ethnic groups rated them. They were very 
important to each sub-group and were consistently important 
in studies reviewed (Dey, Astin, & Korn, 1991; Cook & 
Zallocco, 1983; Paulsen, 1990). 
Two, one of the attributes which was consistently 
rated important in the literature, "academic reputation" 
received a somewhat less enthusiastic response from some of 
the sub-groups in this study. While overall it was ranked 
a respectable sixth (while usually ranking first in other 
studies (Cook & Zallocco, 1983; Fact File, 1994; Sevier, 
1992-93), the attributes more often rated higher were the 
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apple pie attributes plus "Low total cost" and "Financial 
aid." 
Hispanic and Cape Verdean seniors rated it high only 
frequently enough to rank it eleventh and ninth 
respectively. Black seniors rated "Minority Social 
Opportunities" (77.0) higher more often than "Academic 
reputation" (53.9). 
Asian students in this study steadfastly rated 
"Academic reputation" in their top five in January. 
However, it failed to be as discriminating a factor as 
financial aid when Asian seniors made their selection in 
May. 
Finally, the attributes derived from the climate and 
retention literature appeared to possess some intensity of 
influence in the college choice process for minority 
students. Except for the Morehouse (1993) study there was 
limited reference to diversity in unsegmented studies of 
college attributes. Ratings of these attributes, both here 
and in the Morehouse study, provided a perspective on the 
perceptions and values of these different racial/ethnic 
groups that suggests implications for effect on college 
choice. 
College Choice Sets and College Choice 
From the college choice sets and choices of the 
seniors in this study it was possible to discern a number 
of college characteristic preferences. Analysis of student 
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selections provided data on institutional control, degree 
offered, selectivity, size and distance from home (see 
Appendix E, p. xxx for listing). As noted earlier, size 
was eliminated from consideration because the difficulty of 
obtaining figures on some institutions outweighed the value 
of the information to the purpose of the study. 
Student selections represented a wide variety of in¬ 
stitutions. Though the study imposed an artificial choice 
set limit (five), the method opened the door for students 
to list non-college institutions, such as technical and 
proprietory schools. Fewer than eight percent of the 
institutions listed by seniors fell into this category. 
Direct comparisons of sub-group percentages to state 
and national data percentages in the areas of institutional 
control, degree type and selectivity were difficult because 
percentages taken in this study were within each 
racial/ethnic sub-group rather than within the group as a 
whole. Data in available sources were presented quite 
differently (Carter & Wilson, 1992; Connection, 1993; Fact 
File, 1994; The Road to College, 1991). The following 
comparison provides an example. This study found that 
48.4% Asian, 50.0% black, 54.2% Cape Verdean, 42.1% 
Hispanic and 58.0% white seniors indicated in May that they 
planned to attend a public institution. In 1990, 43.6% of 
the black students enrolled in higher education in 
Massachusetts were in public institutions. Forty-two 
percent of Hispanic students were enrolled in public 
142 
institutions, as were 34.0% of Asian students. However, 
this does not give a fair comparison for analysis of state 
trends for these in-state minority students since all 
racial/ethnic students enrolled do not all come from 
Massachusetts and the data does not represent first-time 
students. 
Other difficulties were found in making comparisons in 
the category of "degree offered." For example, the 
percentage of Asian students enrolled in two-year 
institutions in Massachusetts for the first time in 1988 
(2.9%) represents a proportion of something totally 
different from the percentage of Asian seniors planning to 
enroll in May presented in this study (16.1%). (The Road to 
College. 1991). Data available related to selectivity 
(entrance level) presented similar difficulties. 
Comparison of the analysis of institutional choices by 
entrance level with the national universe of such choices 
also did not seem useful (Breland, Wilder & Robertson, 
1986; Dilts, Zidzik & Koether, 1992.) 
Tierney(1983) and Zemsky and Oedel (1983) produced the 
most significant research reviewed in the area of college 
choice sets. Their research underscored the value of 
examining college choice from the perspective of geographic 
region. From their work this study derived the analysis 
for the institution's distance from home category. 
(Described on pp. 59-61.) 
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All the sub-groups examined tended to be more local 
and in-state in their preferences, particularly in their 
final selection in May. Zemsky and Oedel found that 
students with local and in-state preferences were lower 
income, had less educated parents, lower aspirations and 
were likely to score lower on standardized tests. 
The researcher's general knowledge of the region 
suggests that some of Zemsky and Oedel's findings would be 
true for these students. However, the racial/ethnic 
breakdown of the study demonstrated one important 
difference. In the area of aspirations, Cape Verdean and 
Hispanic seniors showed evidence of lower aspirations. 
Asian seniors, however, expressed unusually high 
aspirations. 
The students in this study compared generally with the 
data Zemsky and Oedel (1983) obtained from the Boston 
segment of their study (a segment which demonstrated a 
strong local-in-state interest and a smaller 
regional/national interest) but the following shows some 
distinctions. 
BOSTON(Z&O) ASIAN BLACK CAPVER HISP WHITE 
Local 42.8 23.1 21.6 37.7 14.8 27.5 
In-state 34.2 61.5 50.0 47.5 63.0 43.5 
Reg./Nat. 23.0 12.8 28.3 14.7 22.2 28.7 
(Zemsky & Oedel, 1983, p. 40) 
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This comparison reveals the potent effect of the draw 
of the number and variety of institutions in Boston and 
Massachusetts for Boston area students as well as the 
southeastern Massachusetts students. (In this study Boston 
institutions were not classified as local for any high 
school but Randolph.) 
Zemsky and Oedel combined overall figures for 
Massachusetts students somewhat differently: 
Local/In-state 63.2 
Regional 15.5 
National 21.3 (p.39) 
These data shows that college choice research should 
go beyond describing student interest in going to college 
close to home to examining the variety of local higher 
education options available. Zemsky and Oedel (1983) 
referred to this phenomenon as a "local forces" effect 
(p.42). The strength of the state market also demonstrates 
this effect when compared to the state of Connecticut, 
which garnered only a 30.5% share of its students' scores 
("choices"). 
Significant Others 
Models of college choice early identified the 
importance of the influence of significant others in 
college choice. Chapman (1981) refers to friends, parents 
and high school personnel as "significant external 
influences." In his model, Litten (1982) depicts parents' 
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personalities and education as important background factors 
and includes parents, counselors and peers as also 
important at the information-gathering stage (search). 
Hossler and Gallagher (1987) suggest significant others are 
most influential at the predisposition stage. 
Numerous studies have examined the role of significant 
others as part of the college choice process, particularly 
the role of parents. (Conklin & Daily, 1981; Litten, 
1982). However, comparison with two more recent studies 
provide the best view of differing racial/ethnic 
perceptions. 
Morehouse (1993) found that as an information source 
parents were rated low, and ranked just below high school 
guidance counselor for Asian, black, and Hispanic students. 
(Data taken summer, junior year.) In contrast, Sevier 
(1992-93) found that 56.9% of black students selected 
parent(s) (highest of all choices) as the number one person 
who helped them make their decision. (Data also taken 
summer, junior year.) High school counselor ranked fourth 
at 30.1%. Litten and Brodigan (1982) found that different 
information sources become important at different times. 
No studies reviewed discussed differences in college 
choice between "Mother" and "Father." Most studies used 
the term "parents" when listing significant other 
influences (Cook & Zalloco, 1983; Gilmour, et al., 1978; 
Lewis & Morrison, 1975, Morehouse, 1993, Sevier, 1992-93). 
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However, the study here did make that distinction and 
found that, in the case of every sub-group, "Mother" was 
selected more often as the one who helped most when 
considering future plans. "Father" ranked no higher than 
third with any sub-group. 
High school counselors were not identified nearly as 
often as might be expected, ranking fifth to seventh with 
all sub-groups except black seniors. They finished a 
distant second (12.0) to "Mother" with this sub-group. 
The helper of choice, when only one option could be 
selected, was "Mother" in May and, even for Hispanic 
seniors, other choices actually became more influential 
than guidance counselors. 
Climate and Retention Attributes 
In that interest in minority enrollment in higher 
education extends beyond access to retention in college, 
selective review of the literature of college climate and 
retention served to identify several key college 
characteristics related to minority student college 
success. Derivatives of these characteristics were added 
to the general attribute list and included "Excellent 
minority social opportunities," "College has support 
programs to help me succeed (in reading, math, writing, 
etc.)," "Programs of study include people of different 
cultures," and "Student and faculty ethnic diversity." 
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Morehouse (1993), who examined 11 ethnic-related 
attributes in her study of black, Asian and Hispanic 
juniors, observed that "... ethnic-related attributes are 
considered relatively less important than a majority of the 
non-ethnic qualities" (p.10). Of the total of 40 
attributes she examined, the highest ranked ethnic-related 
attribute was black students' 69.5% (on the attribute 
"Evidence of college's efforts to increase minorities on 
campus," ranked ninth highest). Black students 
consistently had more "crucial" or "great" ratings on 
ethnic-related attributes compared to Asian and Hispanic 
students. 
Asian students overall gave less importance to the 
ethnic-related attributes. Only 25.2%, (as opposed to 54.6 
black students) rated "Faculty administrators of the same 
ethnic background as me" as "crucial" or "great." And, 
there was a 33% differential between black and Asian 
ratings of "Campus clubs or organizations to support my 
cultural heritage, 30.8% and 63.1% respectively (Morehouse, 
1993) . 
The present study also found black students more often 
giving higher ratings to ethnic-related attributes. On at 
least one of these attributes, "Minority social 
opportunities," enough rated it high to place it in the 
sub-group's top five highest rated attributes. 
"Student and faculty ethnic diversity," was generally 
rated high less often by all sub-groups than other ethnic- 
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related attributes. It was also of less concern to Asian 
(40.0) than to black seniors (47.4). 
Though not considered an ethnic-related attribute, 
"academic support" was inserted in the present study as an 
attribute suggested by the climate and retention literature 
as perhaps having particular interest for minority students 
during college choice. The literature reviewed suggested 
that lack of preparation of some minority students had been 
ameliorated through "bridge" and other academic support 
programs (Ackermann, 1990; Gates, 1989; Gosman, et al., 
1983). 
Black and Cape Verdean seniors rated "Academic 
support" very important often enough to place it in their 
top five. White seniors rated it high more often than any 
of the other climate and retention attributes (40.0%). 
Not surprisingly, white seniors' interest in all other 
climate and retention attributes was exceedingly low, 
resulting in significant differences between them and the 
minority sub-groups. Their responses provided further 
contrast to the differing levels of sensitivity to these 
attributes among minority sub-groups. 
Implications for College Access 
The students in this study were from four southeastern 
Massachusetts high schools. These high schools were 
selected because they had the highest percentage of 
minority students of all high schools in the region. The 
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study was limited by the loss of New Bedford High School 
with its sizable minority population. It was not a random 
sample. 
Comparisons of projected college enrollment of these 
racial/ethnic sub-groups with existing data on minority 
group enrollments was nearly impossible as sources 
identified did not provide recent data on racial/ethnic 
first year college participation as percentage of 
racial/ethnic group. Data encompassed percentage of all 
first year students, all racial/ethnic group ages 18-24 
enrolled, and percent of all high school graduates (Fact 
File, 1993; The Road to College, 1991). Therefore, concerns 
and conclusions expressed here about college enrollment 
patterns have been developed primarily from comparisons 
among sub-groups and general assumptions derived from 
differently presented data on minority college enrollment. 
Data from this study of college choice points to the 
influence of many of the commonly accepted determinants of 
college access: race (culture), economic background, 
geography, educational preparation, and social 
circumstances (Jencks & Riesman, 1977). What makes this 
study different is how the description of the college 
choice process derived from the data colors access for the 
racial/ethnic sub-groups examined, 
For example, the findings here suggest that black 
seniors are highly concerned with inclusion, with feeling 
welcome in the college environment at the point of college 
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choice. This sub-group has historically been excluded from 
the educational mainstream much more overtly than other 
sub-groups. It is not surprising that they appear 
insistent on signs of cultural inclusion from higher 
education. More could also be said with regard to the 
value they placed on the social aspect of inclusion, in 
contrast with Asian students' consistent preferences for 
academic standards and reputation and more limited interest 
in the social aspects of college. Clearly these two sub¬ 
groups demonstrated differing cultural needs related to 
higher education, prior to entry. 
Though this study did not ask students to self- 
identify their economic circumstances in any direct way, 
their responses suggest that for many of these seniors the 
nature of their access to college, perhaps even access to a 
particular college, depended heavily on financial aid, as 
suggested by the 65% of Asian students settling for less 
than first choice. Though these students may not have been 
admitted to their first choice institution, Asian seniors 
listed financial aid more often than other reason, 
suggesting that that amount of financial aid played an 
important part in determining where they chose to enroll. 
The primarily local-instate quality of this group of 
seniors overall, combined with sub-group patterns formed 
across college choice set entrance difficulty also was 
suggestive of a group with a generally poor economic base 
(Zemsky & Oedel, 1983). 
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Zemsky and Oedel found that the state of Massachusetts 
had the greatest holding power of its native students of 
any area studied. The southeastern Massachusetts seniors 
demonstrated this state holding power and also revealed 
decided state flagship and local public institution 
preferences. 
So even though Massachusetts offered a wide variety of 
higher education institutions offering the finest 
reputations and resources in the world, it is difficult to 
conclude that every sub-group's substantial percentage in 
the in-state category at choice was able to take fair 
advantage of all the state had to offer when over one 
third of them planned to enroll in either the state 
flagship or local public institutions. This limitation 
seemed particularly true for Cape Verdean students who 
selected these institutions at the rate of 44.8%. 
The study also did not directly ask students to 
provide information about academic achievement or 
standardized test scores. It did have access to 
information on the academic level of each student's English 
class. This information was used to establish 
comparability of academic achievement between the January 
and May survey groups and was also used to explore the 
relationship of stage to academic track. 
Evidence of how students perceived their academic 
preparation came through their ratings of the college 
attributes related to academic support, academic 
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reputation, and high admissions standards. Black and Cape 
Verdean seniors showed a wider sub-group concern with 
academic support with 71.8 and 74.3% rating them very 
important respectively. Though these ratings might have 
signaled a general concern for academic success, it is also 
possible that it signaled a personal awareness of academic 
need. The importance, or lack thereof, of academic 
reputation to these seniors has already been established. 
However, it is also significant that the attribute "High 
admissions standards" was rarely rated very important. 
Though 37.5% of Asian seniors did rate it high, only 12.9% 
of the Cape Verdean seniors did so. Only 20.5% of black 
seniors and 14.0% of white seniors rated it high. A 
review of findings related to entrance difficulty of the 
choice set institutions and college choices of these sub¬ 
groups confirmed that some students avoided considering 
more selective institutions altogether. 
Sub-group responses to the item related to who helped 
them most when they discussed future plans clearly mirrored 
what is commonly understood about today's family 
structures, particularly for black families (Jenkins, 
1989). College choice researchers need to be aware of the 
distinction made here by black students between mothers and 
fathers and so should all those looking for opportunities 
to improve the proportions of black students in college. 
The extent of the distinction between the perceived 
influence of mother and father was particularly graphic. 
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This appears to suggest that the educational background and 
aspirations of mothers may be of increasing importance as a 
catalyst for promoting higher education for future black 
students. 
Though this may have more to do with cultural valuing 
than societal structures. Cape Verdean students selected 
someone other than mother or father more often than the two 
combined. They also rated the attribute "college spends 
time and money to persuade me to attend" very important 
more often than all other sub-groups. Their responses 
here, along with Hispanic students who rated "High school 
counselor recommends" very important often enough to rank 
in their top five, suggest the importance of outside family 
influences in college plans for these two sub-groups. 
Part Two: What the Study Adds 
The study of college choice has a varied history and 
has been included in sociological research on status 
attainment, econometric research on investment decision¬ 
making, and psychological research on institutional 
environment (Paulsen, 1990). More recently studies of 
college choice have become marketing tools, focusing on 
specific enrollment behavior of students attending, or 
possibly planning to attend, a specific institution or set 
of institutions (Cook & Zalloco, 1983; Kealy & Rockel, 
1987; Litten & Brodigan, 1982; Maguire & Lay, 1983; Welki & 
Navaritil, 1987). 
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The present study differs from much of recent research 
in that it has segmented its findings by selected 
racial/ethnic groups. It also differs in that it has 
captured responses of high school seniors at two points 
during their senior year, times when prior research 
suggested that college-bound students would be phasing from 
the search process to the choice of a college to attend 
(Hossler and Gallagher, 1987, Lewis and Morrison 1975). 
The research here has focused on getting a sense of 
what college attributes were important to each of the 
racial/ ethnic groups at these two points while at the same 
time analyzing the types of institutions in their choice 
sets. The study has gone beyond the assumption that 
students at these times generally exhibit search and choice 
behaviors by testing a method of identifying intent and 
action as a way of assessing stage in the college choice 
process. 
The methods used were heavily influenced by the 
marketing thread of college choice research. The study did 
not include any means to identify students' affiliation to 
a particular institution. 
Its intent was both to explore differences of response 
among racial/ethnic groups and to examine how these 
findings compared with previous studies of college choice, 
most of which did not segment by racial/ethnic. It was 
motivated by the speculation that a study of college choice 
which included racial/ethnic group segmentation might 
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increase understanding of why there are different 
racial/ethnic patterns of enrollment in higher education, 
both in general and by institutional characteristics. 
The study confirms the value of a regional study, and 
the differences it can show based on the quality of local 
and in-state institutions available to students. It also 
contributes to the general perception that college choice 
can be influenced by an infinite number of factors, as 
attested by the idiosyncratic reference by students for 
"Other" attributes and as reasons for change of college 
plans. 
The importance of segmenting studies of college choice 
by racial/ethnic is underscored by a number of findings in 
this study. The 35% of Asian students who indicated they 
would not be attending their first choice institution would 
be misrepresented by the percentage for the total group. 
The nearly 50% of black and Hispanic students who highly 
valued "Student and faculty ethnic diversity" are masked by 
general population figures of 22.5%. The 74.2% Cape 
Verdean students who highly valued academic support are not 
clearly seen in the general figures of 49.1%. The Cape 
Verdean data also point out the error of suggesting their 
perspective would be the same as black or white students. 
Ethnicity appears to be significant. 
Application of the stage matrix, though not without 
its flaws, provided an excellent perspective on the 
college-going aspirations of the entire senior population 
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under study. It regrettably confirmed current data with 
regard to Hispanics in higher education and introduced 
concern about college attendance patterns of the Cape 
Verdean population as well. It also showed that these 
Asian students compared with current data regarding Asian 
achievement in higher education. 
Another value of the stage matrix was its ability to 
identify a group of students with deferred aspirations. 
This group of deferred students, though generally small 
(12.3% in May), included three sub-groups with egual or 
above that percentage, with 19.4% of Hispanic seniors 
deferring in May. 
This identification of the students who defer helps to 
describe students further who otherwise might have given 
responses suggesting either predisposition or search. 
However, "deferral" would not fit the criteria of a stage, 
in that all students would not pass through it as part of 
their college choice process. 
Most studies reviewed did not separate "Mother" from 
"Father" as influences on college choice but examined 
"parents" or "Family influence" (Cook & Zallocco, 1983; 
Gilmour et al, 1978; Kealy & Rockel, 1987; Lewis & 
Morrison, 1975; Litten, 1982; Morehouse, 1993; Sevier, 
1992-93.) The study's separation of the two found that 
black seniors were more likely to list "Mother" as helper 
than any other racial/ethnic group. The freguency with 
which "Mother" was selected by all the sub-groups, however, 
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while sending a message to institutional market mavens, 
sends a far more important message to those social and 
educational funding institutions who invest in the future 
of youth by supporting programs which strengthen families. 
Summary 
The variety of college choice research methods 
employed here has given a particularly compelling view of 
how a regional cohort of students exhibited different 
perceptions by racial/ethnic sub-group of what was 
important to them in college choice. Their college 
selections show that these different perceptions led to 
differing enrollment patterns. 
The study showed that black and Hispanic students, in 
particular, were heading for two-year schools in greater 
proportions than white students and were increasing their 
interest overall in public institutions. It suggests that 
concerns about financing their education and academic 
preparation may have influenced this interest. 
The findings here show reason for continued concern 
about Hispanic students' college enrollment. For even 
though the number of their responses was small, the 
findings concerning their college attendance plans were 
alarming, and the fact that many of these students were not 
in class to be counted was a disguieting reminder that 
continued intervention is needed. 
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The study adds sub-group voices which seem to be 
saying a number of disturbing influences affected their 
enrollment patterns. College is important, said Asian 
seniors, and we want the best we can get. But we are 
concerned about the cost to us of higher education, said 
many of them, and it has sometimes forced us to choose our 
second and third choice institutions and steered us toward 
less expensive public institutions. 
We need academic support, said over half of the 
Hispanic seniors, almost two-thirds of the Asian seniors 
and almost three-quarters of the black and Cape Verdean se¬ 
niors. Analysis of the college choice sets of black, 
Hispanic, and Cape Verdean sub-groups suggested they would 
avoid more academically challenging institutions if need be 
to succeed. 
We want to feel included, said most black seniors, 
show us that you care about us in tangible ways. We 
benefit from external guidance sources, suggested Cape 
Verdean students. This is important to our choices about 
our future. 
But we want the American dream, they all said, a good 
job or a good graduate school, though in the final analysis 
financial aid and academic preparation realities seemed 
more salient for most in the decision of which college to 
attend. 
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Part Three-Recommendations and Concluding Thoughts 
The findings of this study suggest several interesting 
avenues for further research. Several research topics 
immediately present themselves. 
Recommendations 
One, what characterizes the student who defers and for 
what length of time is the deferral. A case study of the 
college choice process of older college freshmen would 
serve to identify some of these gualities. It would, 
however, be important to distinguish those students who had 
always planned to go to college as true deferral students 
rather than those who would otherwise have been in a state 
of predisposition. 
Two, further investigation of the influence of one or 
more climate and retention attributes on black students' 
college choice might tell us more about how much these 
students actually know about the climate for black students 
at the colleges they select. Just how much of a factor is 
cultural inclusion in their college choice? 
Learning more about how Asian students experience the 
college choice process is a third topic for study, a study 
which might seek to clarify the sources of dissatisfaction 
suggested by this study. The Asian seniors studied here 
have, in the main, modeled aspects of previous research but 
suggest some thwarted aspirations. Again, qualitative 
research methods would elaborate understanding. 
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A fourth topic would be an investigation of how 
mothers interact with sons or daughters to influence the 
college choice process—from goal formation to college 
choice. How involved are they in information-giving and in 
what ways do they limit or expand choices? 
Finally, the findings of this study imply the 
significance of cultural norms and expectation in students 
attitudes toward college. The distinction in values 
presented by Asian students and black students suggest that 
more might be learned about current higher education 
enrollment patterns of access and retention by delving more 
deeply into the anthropology of inclusion in different 
cultures. 
The findings of this study also have implications for 
educational policy and practice. The dissatisfaction of 
Asian students suggests that institutions should conduct 
on-going reviews of their admissions and financial aid 
policies with regard to Asian students. 
Several findings of this study suggest the value of 
increasing higher education-secondary education 
partnerships which work to improve the transition process 
to college through summer bridge programs. These students 
seem to suggest they have doubts concerning their academic 
preparedness for college. 
For Hispanic and Cape Verdean students, even earlier 
interventions are suggested. Both sub-groups acknowledged 
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the value of external influences on the college choice 
process. 
Many high schools publish a profile in which the 
college and career plans of their students are included 
each year. To these profiles the findings here suggest 
high schools might add a racial/ethnic breakout by choice 
of career or of two-year or four-year college. Or, if this 
is too sensitive an issue for so public a vehicle, at least 
retain data on students' choices by racial/ethnic, as does 
Brockton High School (Personal communication, June, 1993). 
Increased awareness of differential racial/ethnic 
progression from high school to college may serve to 
heighten the urgency of need for earlier intervention 
programs. 
This study poses one particularly thorny guestion for 
higher education as a system. Can it do more to address 
the limitations geographic region appears to place on the 
universe of selection for students? Or does it even 
require addressing? Clearly a student from Connecticut (or 
Winnemucca, Nevada) has a more limited universe of choices 
if students from the area want to attend close to home than 
students who live in Boston, Massachusetts. Is it better 
if 70% of the students from Connecticut leave the state to 
go to college than for 63% of the students from 
Massachusetts to stay in-state to attend? This study 
suggests that more research is needed to understand 
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regional anomalies in the college choice process before 
these questions can be answered. 
Though the findings of this study are not 
generalizable due to the nature of the population examined 
they have provided a valuable view of how the progression 
through the college choice process varied by racial/ethnic 
group and how certain college characteristics were valued 
differently by different sub-groups. The study has 
benefitted from its lack of affiliation with a particular 
institution. However, if single institution studies are to 
continue to be recognized as college choice research, there 
are two recommendations generated from the experience of 
this study. One, that these studies establish consistency 
of data reporting to include description of the sample by 
racial/ethnic and segmentation of responses by 
racial/ethnic. Information should be included that 
explains the entrance difficulty of the institution, the 
higher education opportunities offered by the location, 
specific information about the educational level of the 
population, and a brief reference on the general economic 
backgrounds of the present student body as contrasted with 
the sample population. 
Establishment of such criteria should make it easier 
to analyze and compare college choice data. For example, 
data from such diverse institutions as Harvard University 
and Berea College (or from Haverford and Lynchburg) would 
be analyzed differently. 
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Two, journal articles which report such research 
should be meticulous in their inclusion of the details of 
this criteria. College choice research is complex enough 
given the multivariate nature of the process without having 
to draw upon imprecisely reported prior research. 
Concluding Thoughts 
The findings of this study provide several areas of 
concern for higher education, a system dependent on the 
enrollment of students for its existence, enrollment which 
is a function of the choices different students make based 
on differing perceptions of what is important. American 
society is changing to include larger numbers of different 
cultural groups, and so is higher education. The value of 
higher education in America is not questioned by this study 
but, because of the choices made by the different 
racial/ethnic sub-groups, the question of how that value is 
being realized by these and other cultural groups is 
further validated. 
The study concludes here with a discussion of key 
findings which led to the following conclusions: 
1. Not all sub-groups are the same. There are 
significant differences among sub-groups. 
2. The number and diversity of higher education 
institutions available within a specific geographic 
region has a major impact on college choice. 
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3. Higher education's ongoing preoccupation with academic 
reputation may well need re-evaluation. 
4. Models of college choice do not go far enough in their 
attempts to explain the college choice process. 
a. "Location" is more appropriately a part of the 
background characteristics of students than an 
external influence. 
b. Stages of college choice in existing models do 
not account for those who defer college 
attendance. 
5. Mother is the most influential person during the 
college selection process for all sub-groups. 
Racial and Ethnic Differences 
The racial and ethnic differences demonstrated by the 
sub-groups in this study of college choice suggest that 
higher education institutions would be wise to increase 
their understanding and awareness of racial and cultural 
differences if they would learn more about why these 
students enroll more often in some institutions and less 
often in others. Findings here of cultural differences are 
particularly distinct for black and Asian students. The 
black seniors in this study gave evidence that they are 
looking for institutions which have diverse faculty and are 
culturally inclusive, but many more wanted social 
opportunities specific to their culture. Asian seniors 
presented a different view by showing less interest in any 
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of the minority inclusion attributes and appearing more 
focused on academic reputation and standards as 
demonstrated by their attribute ratings and their college 
selections. 
However, close to two-thirds of both groups expressed 
the perception that academic support was quite important, 
and more important to most black seniors than academic 
reputation. What this suggests is that the attraction of 
community and two-year colleges is based on students' 
perceptions that they, particularly black, Hispanic and 
white seniors, will have more support and opportunity to do 
well there—outweighing interest in enrolling in 
institutions with stronger academic reputations. 
The Hispanic findings demonstrate the difficulty of 
capturing the perceptions of this group and, though the 
sub-group represented but a small percentage of the 
possible Hispanic responses, it nonetheless reflected a 
common pattern in the substantial number of two-year 
colleges both in their choice sets (25%) and choices 
(42%). Hispanic seniors were second in number of responses 
to black seniors as well in high ratings of "Minority 
social opportunities" (66%). 
The value of breaking out studies still further, by 
cultural group, was suggested by findings for Cape Verdean 
students. It was particularly important to include Cape 
Verdean seniors as a separate sub-group in this study 
because of the extent of their community in southeastern 
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Massachusetts and their own multiethnic history which sets 
them apart from other racial groups. 
Their responses often distinguished them from black 
seniors. They were more stable in their choices from 
January to May over institutional type and degree and in 
May were decidedly more local in their choices than black 
seniors. Though the attribute was not rated high by many, 
Cape Verdean seniors differed significantly from black 
seniors on "Religious emphasis." 
In addition, Cape Verdean seniors did not rate the 
minority inclusion attributes high as often as black 
seniors though they rated them high in numbers substantial 
enough to be significantly different from white seniors on 
all three. 
These findings provide impetus for higher education 
institutions to examine more closely the applicant pools 
they have often considered more by numbers than by more 
personal student characteristics. By increasing their 
understanding of the different racial and ethnic groups 
unique to different regions institutions can more fully 
address the fact of disproportionate enrollment as it 
relates to issues of access and equity. 
Geographic Region 
The number and diversity of higher education 
institutions available within a specific geographic region 
has a major impact on college choice. Percentages of 
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choices for regional and national institutions, though 
slightly higher in January, were generally quite low for 
all sub-groups. Comparisons with Zemsky and Oedel's (1983) 
findings confirmed the continued holding power of 
Massachusetts institutions. 
In addition, these sub-groups, except for black 
seniors, each selected "Close to home" more often than 
"Academic reputation." Though it generally fell behind 
"Financial aid" and "Exact program wanted," location seemed 
to have a particular mediating influence on the importance 
of academic reputation as a reason for institutional 
selection for some students. 
This is also suggestive that, in light of Zemsky and 
Oedel's findings of the link between parental income and 
both distance and selectivity of institution, and in light 
of the popularity of both local and the state flagship 
institutions, that these institutions benefitted from a 
location near lower socioeconomic groups. 
Institutions which are knowledgeable about the 
strength of different regional local forces effects will be 
better prepared to choose from among many potential 
sources of applicants and be more efficient in investing 
their resources in attracting these students. Institutions 
that want to increase enrollments while increasing 
diversity would be well-advised to conduct their own 
studies of college choice by geographic region. 
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Academic Reputation 
Higher education's ongoing preoccupation with academic 
reputation may well need re-evaluation. While the 
prestigious elite institutions may not be affected by what 
has been shown to be limited interest in academic 
reputation by the students in this study, or by the 
decreasing interest seen in the CIRP research from 1980 to 
1990 (Dey, Astin & Korn, 1991), the remaining group of 
institutions may want to pay attention to the level of 
importance academic reputation has been accorded by the 
sub-groups in this study. Students who rated "Academic 
reputation" in January, and had the option of selecting it 
in May as a reason for their choice, have sent a clear 
message that it was not a discriminating factor. And, 
though Asian students did rate it significantly higher more 
often than other sub-groups (73%) in January, only 13% 
selected it in May as their primary reason for their final 
selection. White students, the largest sub-group, ranked 
it sixth as a reason, listed by only six percent. 
In contrast, over three-quarters of all sub-groups 
rated the attribute related to financial aid as important 
in January. In May, all sub-groups ranked it ahead of 
academic reputation except black seniors. 
The strength of sub-group ratings for academic support 
also placed it ahead of academic reputation for black, Cape 
Verdean and Hispanic seniors. Asian seniors also 
frequently ranked academic support high (63%). 
169 
Higher education should take note of these minority 
sub-groups expressed concern with availability of financial 
aid and their perceived need for academic support. For 
these students, their selections of institutions seem 
influenced more by the attributes related to their ability 
to afford and to their ability to succeed than by the 
sometimes elusive abstract of academic reputation. 
Findings here suggest that institutions consider this in 
their research on their own students and call for 
institutions to do a careful evaluation of funding 
priorities as they seek to achieve their missions related 
to diversity. 
Model Refinement 
Models of college choice do not go far enough in their 
attempts to explain the college choice process. The first 
finding relates to "Location," identified as location of 
college. It is included as an external influence in 
Chapman's 1981 model and perhaps implied in Litten's 1982 
model under "College characteristics." The inference of 
these models appears to be that it is location of the 
college which is important rather than location of the 
student. 
Though this seems a circular argument, to understand 
college choice, this study, and the work of Zemsky and 
Oedel (1983), suggests that, while understanding their own 
local markets is important (more to some institutions than 
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to others), it is more important to learn how college 
choice is influenced by the location of students in other 
areas where local forces are strong. 
"Location" is more appropriately a part of the 
background characteristics of students than an external 
influence. This view is more student-centered than 
institution-centered and reminds institutions that college 
choice is more a function of student decision-making than 
institutional decision-making. 
A second finding encourages further development of the 
explanatory power of current models of college choice. The 
use of the stage matrix for the first time in this study 
brought further definition to the process of college 
choice. The combination of intent and action sentences 
appeared to be an effective way to reflect the reality of 
the stages while it allowed the identification of a group 
diverging from the traditional process while sustaining 
college plans. 
The deferral group, here 12% strong in May, selected a 
path which researchers need to investigate further and 
incorporate into a contemporary model of college choice. 
The addition of the deferral position as a legitimate step 
in the process for some students will add explanatory power 
to future models. 
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Mother's Role 
The findings of this study have thrust "Mother" to the 
forefront as an influence on the college choice aspirations 
and plans of youth. In particular, 45% of black seniors 
identified her as the one who had helped most with their 
future plans. With "Mother" ranking first with all sub¬ 
groups, the natural question becomes what is the quality of 
her advice with regard to college choice. Further research 
seems warranted into what do mothers know about colleges 
and what do they say to influence the college choice 
process. 
Recommendations 
The findings of this study led to the following 
recommendations for higher education institutions: 
1. In order to increase diversity, institutions must 
increase understanding of racial and ethnic 
differences. 
2. To extend understanding of college choice, 
institutions need to learn more about factors unique 
to geographic region. 
3. In light of the importance of financial aid and 
academic support, institutions need to re-assess the 
value of their pursuits to enhance academic 
reputation. 
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4. Further research is needed to describe important 
variations not explained in current models of college 
choice. 
5. Institutions need to understand more fully the role of 
mother in the college choice process. 
End Note 
This study has attempted to quantify the college 
choice perspectives of five racial/ethnic sub-groups from 
four southeastern Massachusetts high schools. By trying to 
do so it has made the assumptions of prior research that 
there are certain commonalities among what is important to 
students as they select colleges. This study has verified 
that at least for one regional group of students, there is 
agreement among racial/ethnic groups on some important 
college attributes while also giving evidence of 
commonalities exclusive to each sub-group and idiosyncratic 
influences. 
It is clear there are a lot of variables "flying 
around" in a post facto study of this topic. However, the 
students who responded here have given some sense of things 
that educators need to examine more closely as they seek to 
learn more about the college choice and college enrollment 
of different racial/ethnic groups. The comparison of the 
general college choice literature to this study which found 
some distinct differences in racial/ethnic group 
perspectives, amplifies past limitations of the research 
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and calls forth more research which takes into 
consideration different racial/ethnic views. 
All of these minority sub-groups are projected to 
increase in numbers over the next decade (Pallas, 
Natriello, & McDill (1989). Numbers of Hispanic students 
will draw even and surpass the numbers of white students 
who have historically dominated the norms set for college 
attendance and achievement. Educators need to increase 
their understanding of what is important to these students 
about colleges in order to be better prepared to provide 
educational settings where all have equal opportunity to 
thrive. 
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APPENDIX A 
QUESTIONNAIRES 
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NAME 
HIGH SCHOOL SENIORS SURVEY I 
In this survey we want to learn more about high school 
seniors' future plans. Because we are interested in the 
preferences of different groups of students, we invite you 
to fill out the following personal information items before 
beginning the survey. To allow for matching your responses 
to a follow-up survey, we ask that you write your name at 
the top of this page. All responses will be kept 
confidential. 
Section I. Personal Information 
Circle the number of the item which best describes 
you. 
Hiah School Racial/Ethnic 
1. Brockton 1. African American 
2. New Bedford 2. Asian/Pacific Islander 
3. Randolph 3. Black 
4. Taunton 4. Cape Verdean 
5. Wareham 5. Hispanic 
6 . White 
7 . Other 
Sex Bilinaual 
1. female 1. yes (first language 
2. male 2. no 
Circle the best answer for you in sentences 1-5. Then 
circle the best answer for you in sentences 6-10. 
1. I definitely plan to go to college next fall. 
2. I'm pretty sure that I will go to college next 
fall. 
3. I'm not sure that I will go to college next fall. 
4. I definitely do not plan to attend college. 
5. I plan to attend college in a few years, not now. 
6. I have already applied to all of the colleges I am 
considering. 
7. I have already applied to some of the colleges I 
am considering. 
8. I have received a decision on at least one of my 
colleges. 
9. I have already made a financial commitment to at¬ 
tend a specific college. 
10. I have not applied to colleges. 
If you circled Number 4 or Number 5, skip to Section III. 
176 
If you are planning to attend college in the fall, 
list the colleges you are considering. If you are thinking 
about more than five, list the most preferred five. 
1. _ 2_ 3. _ 
4.  5 _ 
If you know what major you would like to study, 
write it here 
Section II. Choosing a College 
The following is a list of characteristics which may be 
important to you in making your decision about the college 
you want to attend. Please rate how important each charac¬ 
teristic is to you in making the decision. The more impor¬ 
tant the characteristic, the higher the number you are to 
circle. 
1. Excellent academic 
reputation 
2. Has program of study 
exactly suiting my 
needs 
3. Size appeals to me 
4. Low total cost of 
attendance 
5. Student and faculty 
ethnic diversity 
6. Does not require 
SAT or ACT test for 
admission 
7. Close faculty- 
student association 
8. Excellent physical 
facilities 
9. Active social life 
(dances, parties, 
clubs, etc.) 
not 
important 
12 3 
12 3 
12 3 
12 3 
12 3 
12 3 
12 3 
12 3 
12 3 
very 
important 
4 5 6 7 
4 5 6 7 
4 5 6 7 
4 5 6 7 
4 5 6 7 
4 5 6 7 
4 5 6 7 
4 5 6 7 
4 5 6 7 
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10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 
22. 
23. 
24. 
not 
important 
1 
1 
1 
2 
2 
2 
3 
3 
3 
4 
4 
4 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
2 
2 
2 
3 
3 
3 
3 
4 
4 
4 
4 
very- 
important 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
7 
7 
7 
High admissions 
standards 
Excellent minority 
social 
opportunities 
Readily available 
financial aid 
Family influence 
Recommendation of 
high school counselor 
Strong emphasis on 
intercollegiate 
athletics 
College spends 
time and money to 
persuade me to 
attend 
College has strong 
academic support 
programs 
High school friends 
attend the college 
Close to home 
Programs of study 
include minority 
achievements 
Religious emphasis 
Graduates get good 
jobs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Graduates get into 
good graduate schools 1234567 
Is there some other college quality that is more 
important than those listed? Write it in the blank 
below. 
7 
7 
7 
7 
If you are planning to attend college next fall, 
stop here. 
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Section III. Other Future Choices 
Circle the best answer for you. 
25. My plans for next fall include 
1. Military 4. Marriage 
2. Work 5. Other (Describe here 
3. Travel ) 
26. College is not the best choice for me next year be¬ 
cause 
1. I don't have the money to attend. 
2. I have a good job waiting for me. 
3. I have to help support my family. 
4. My grades aren't good enough to go to college. 
5. My parents don't want me to go to college. 
6. Other (Describe here _) 
27. My long-term future goals include 
1. Owning my own business. 
2. Learning a good trade. 
3. Having a good job in sales. 
4. Having a job where I can help other people. 
5. Other (Describe here _) 
28. I think the following is most influential in my 
future plans. 
1. My parents 
2. My guidance counselor 
3. My friends 
4. A teacher or other adult 
5. Another family member 
6. Other (Describe here ___) 
28. The following word or phrase best describes how I 
feel about my future plans. 
1. uncertain 
2. fairly certain 
3. certain 
4. very certain 
5. need more advice 
Thank you for completing this survey. If you are in¬ 
terested, a summary of the results of this survey will be 
sent to your guidance office in about six months. Best of 
luck in your future plans. 
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HIGH SCHOOL SENIORS SURVEY II 
Now that it is May, you might have a totally new per¬ 
spective on what you will be doing in the Fall. And, 
because we want to find out more about the process of 
choosing a college or a career, it is important that you 
tell us what you think at different times. Remember, your 
answers are kept completely confidential. 
Circle the best answer for you. 
1. My plans for fall are 
1. To go to college 
2. To go to work 
3. To go into the military 
4. To travel 
5. Other (Describe here_) 
6. Not sure yet. 
If you plan to attend college, answer only Questions 2 
through 4. If you have other plans, answer only Questions 
5 through 7. If you were planning to go to college but have 
changed your plans, answer Question 4 and go on to 
Questions 5 through 7. 
2. I will be attending _ 
Name of School 
college/university in September. 
3. Of all the schools I applied to, I chose this one be 
cause 
It was my first choice. (Circle yes or no) YES NO 
4. In January I planned to go to college but now I am not 
going or will probably not go because (Write your 
reasons below.) 
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If you are planning to go to college, stop here. If you 
have other plans, continue here. 
5. Circle the word or phrase which best describes how you 
feel about your plans for September. 
1. Certain 
2. Fairly certain 
3. Not certain 
4. Need more advice 
5. Very certain 
6. My plans for September include (Circle your response.) 
1. Staying in my home town 
2. Moving somewhere else in Massachusetts 
3. Moving out of state 
4. Moving out of the country 
7. My long-term goals include (Circle your response.) 
1. Having a good job in sales 
2. Being excellent in a specific trade 
3. Having a job where I can help other people 
4. Owning my own business 
5. Other job description (Describe here_) 
Thank you for completing this survey. If you would like a 
summary of the results, check with your guidance office in 
about six months. 
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August 27, 1992 
Mr. Louis Arienti 
Guidance Chair and Registrar 
Brockton High School 
470 Forest Avenue 
Brockton, MA 02101 
Dear Louis, 
With your help and cooperation, I would like to 
conduct part of my doctoral research study at Brockton High 
School. I am doctoral candidate at the University of 
Massachusetts-Amherst. My topic of study is the college 
choice process of minority high school seniors. 
A brief outline of the research is enclosed. The 
study includes two questionnaires, the first to be 
administered to high school seniors in January, 1993 and 
the second in May, 1993. Each will take students about ten 
minutes to complete. 
This study will have benefit to the work of every per¬ 
son concerned with the college aspirations of minority 
youth. It has been designed to help minority students in 
their transition to college by providing more information 
to assist both college admissions professionals and high 
school counselors in helping these students. I appreciate 
your support. 
Thank you for your consideration of my request. I am 
willing to comply with all requirements and regulations 
pertaining to such research as delineated by the Brockton 
School Department. 
Sincerely, 
Marian Spencer 
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THE RESEARCH STUDY 
A STUDY OF THE COLLEGE CHOICE PROCESS 
OF MINORITY HIGH SCHOOL SENIORS 
IN SOUTHEASTERN MASSACHUSETTS 
Purpose of Study 
The propose of this study is to find out more about 
the college choice process of minority high school seniors. 
Some of the things we hope to learn are 
1. Aspects of colleges which are important to 
minority students when choosing a college. 
2. the range of colleges minority students in South¬ 
eastern Massachusetts consider when choosing a 
college. 
3. Important factors in the final selection of a 
college. 
Need for Study 
There is no unified body of research which clearly 
distinguishes the college choice process of minority stude¬ 
nts from that of the general population. The study, with 
its exclusive focus on minority students, seeks to contri¬ 
bute to filling this gap. Also, as concern grows with both 
minority college student attendance and retention rates, a 
study of college choice may contribute something to our 
understanding of minority student enrollment patterns in 
higher education. By learning more about what minority 
students prefer in selecting a college, high school and 
college admission counselors will be better prepared to 
help these student make a successful transition from 
secondary to higher education. 
Role of Participating High Schools 
Access to minority high school seniors is critical to 
the success of this study. With the cooperation of area 
high schools, I would like to administer two question¬ 
naires . 
The first questionnaire is four pages long and takes 
approximately ten minutes to complete. The second 
questionnaire is two pages and should also take about ten 
minutes to complete. (Questionnaires are attached.) The 
first would be administered in January, 1993, and the 
second in May, 1993. 
Administration of the questionnaire needs to be in a 
setting where all high school seniors are available. The 
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details of this will be worked out with the participating 
high shcool to assure the lest disruption of classes and to 
increase the quality of each student's resonse. 
Findings of the Study 
A detailed summpary of the study will be provided to 
each participating high school. Findings will represent 
aggergate data but high shcools can request individual 
reports. 
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THE RESEARCHER 
Marian S. Spencer 
76 Bedford Street 
West Bridgewater, MA 02379 
Home (508) 580-2274 
Work (508) 697-1237 
As part of Bridgewater State College's Bilingual Spec¬ 
ial Education Training Grant, I have led workshops with 
counselors and teachers on bridges and barriers to college 
for minority and bilingual students. I also have led work¬ 
shops for college administrators related to improving ser¬ 
vices and college climate for minority students. Along 
with counselors from area high schools, I worked to develop 
Bridgewater State College's Minority/Bilingual Student 
Awareness Day, now in its tenth year. I conduct leadership 
training for minority and bilingual college students in 
conjunction with this program. 
B.A. - English - University of North Carolina/Greensboro 
M.Ed. - School Administration - Bridgewater State College 
Ed.D. Candidate - Higher Education Administration - 
University of Massachusetts/Amherst 
Tenured Middle School Language Arts Teacher - 
East Bridgewater Public Schools 
Certified To teach English, Social Studies 
Certifies as Secondary School Principal and Curriculum 
Director 
Consultant, Massachusetts Department of Education 
Currently assistant Director of Admissions, Bridgewater 
State College 
Have conducted numerous studies of writing curriculum in 
the public schools and have also done classroom 
research on the teaching of reading. 
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76 Bedford Street 
West Bridgewater, MA 02379 
September 11, 1992 
Mr. Louis Arienti 
Guidance Chair and Registrar 
Brockton High School 
470 Forest Avenue 
Brockton, MA 02401 
Dear Louis, 
Thank you for taking the time to talk with me during a 
very busy time of year for you. Your willingness to assist 
me with research related to the college choice process is 
much appreciated. Your thoughts have helped me better 
frame my discussions with other guidance directors. 
As you suggested, I will be back in touch with you in 
early December to arrange the date and format for the ad¬ 
ministration of the first guestionnaire. I will have 
enough guestionnaires for the entire senior class and they 
will need approximately ten minutes to complete them. 
I am excited about what we find out from the Brockton 
High School students about their college choice processes. 
I believe what we may learn from them and other minority 
high school students will help guide us as we work on a day 
today basis with these students and, because of the paucity 
of literature and research in this area, other educators 
should also find this research helpful. We are doing good 
work here. Thanks for your cooperation. 
Sincerely, 
Marian Spencer 
(w) (508) 580-2274 
(h) (508) 697-1237 
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December 11, 1992 
Mr. Louis Arienti 
Guidance Chair and Registrar 
Brockton High School 
470 Forest Avenue 
Brockton, MA 02401 
Dear Louis, 
Thank you for your cooperation in setting the date of 
January 12, 1993 for the first questionnaire 
administration. I have enclosed a copy of the 
administration guidelines for your reference when you talk 
with the English Department. 
On January 7, 1993 I will deliver the questionnaires 
and folders to you. A copy of the guidelines will be 
provided for each teacher, and enough questionnaires for 
all seniors. 
The study is progressing nicely and I will be complet¬ 
ing the field tests next week. Your assistance has been 
super! Have a wonderful Christmas and I'll see you in the 
New Year. 
Sincerely, 
Marian Spencer 
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ADMINISTRATION TIPS FOR ENGLISH TEACHERS 
The questionnaire is relatively self-explanatory and 
should need little introduction. It should take students 
approximately 10-15 minutes to complete the two sections 
most relevant to their future choices. 
THE FOLLOWING IS MOST IMPORTANT 
TO THE PURPOSES OF THIS STUDY 
The researcher believes that one way to help student 
make the best choices about their future is to find out 
more about what is important to them. 
Because this study is interested in whether or not 
there will be different patterns of responses from 
different ethnic groups, please check to see, in as 
unobtrusive a way as possible, that students identify 
themselves either by circling an option or by writing in 
their own response. However, no student should be forced 
to comply. 
OTHER TIPS 
1. If students are concerned about anonymity, reassure 
them that only the outside researcher will review the 
questionnaires but names are very important to match 
with the May questionnaire in order to determine pos¬ 
sible changes. 
2. If students seem not to get the meaning of any item, 
try to help them reach their own understanding as 
briefly as possible. 
SPECIAL NOTE 
Attached to each class folder of questionnaires is a 
brief information sheet. Your assistance in providing the 
requested information is appreciated. 
PLEASE RETURN QUESTIONNAIRES TO: 
Each participating high school will receive a summary 
of the results of the study as will as an individualized 
report. 
Marian Spencer 
Doctoral Candidate 
UMass-Amherst 
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May 1, 1993 
Mr. Louis Arienti 
Guidance Chair and Registrar 
Brockton High School 
470 Forest Avenue 
Brockton, MA 02401 
Dear Louis, 
Thanks for squeezing in a few moments to talk with me 
about the second survey between computer presentations! 
What a headache! 
To confirm what we discussed, any of those dates, May 
10, 11 or 12, are fine with me. My plan is to deliver the 
questionnaires sometime on Friday, May 7 (probably after¬ 
noon, at the rate I am going). I really appreciate your 
support at what is such a crazy time of year! Please call 
me if you have any questions, otherwise, I hope I will see 
you on Friday when I drop off the questionnaires. 
I really hope to get a good response to match with the 
first questionnaire. I am curious as to which college 
students select from their choice sets—and why. It should 
be interesting. 
Sincerely, 
Marian Spencer 
(w) 697-1237 
(h) 580-2274 
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May 10, 1993 
Dear English Teacher, 
Thank you once again for your cooperation in this 
study of college choice. As before, I would appreciate it 
if you would make notes if something out of the ordinary 
occurs during the administration. 
Also, the following is important to note: 
1. All seniors should complete Survey II even if 
they did not do Survey I. They will be 
considered as a separate group. 
2. Filed tests show that it should only take 
students 6 to 10 minutes to complete Survey II. 
3. Please encourage students to put their names on 
the survey to allow for match. Emphasize the 
confidentiality of individual responses. 
4. The purpose of the item "1st Term Eng. Teacher." 
is also to assist with matching Survey I and II. 
5. Remind students to complete both sides of the 
survey. 
6. I will pick up the surveys Thursday morning, May 
13, 1993. 
I AM INDEBTED TO YOU AND YOUR STUDENTS FOR 
YOUR TIME WHICH MAKES THIS RESEARCH 
POSSIBLE. THANK YOU. 
MARIAN SPENCER 
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APPENDIX C 
STAGE MATRIX 
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The Stage Matrix was derived from two sets of four 
sentences in Survey II. The numbers on the top row of the 
matrix refer to sentences 1-4 from Section I-B. The bottom 
row of numbers refer to sentences 5-8 and have been recoded 
as 1-4. 
STAGE not go predisposit. search choice defer 
intent 3 3 3 3 3 2 1 1 2 2 2 11 4 4 
action 4 0 1 2 3 4 2 4 1 2 3 31 4 any 
The following shows the relationship of the sentences and the 
stages: 
Staqe Intent Action 
NOT GO 3 - definitely not plus 4 - not applied 
0 - blank 
PREDISPOSITION 3 - definitely not plus 1 - have applied all 
2 - have app. some 
3 - have made finan. 
commitment 
2 - not sure plus 4 - not applied 
SEARCH 1 - definitely plan plus 2 - have app. some 
4 - have not applied 
2 - not sure plus 1 - have applied all 
2 - have app. some 
3 - have made finan. 
commitment 
CHOICE 1 - definitely plan plus 3 - have applied all 
1 - have made finan. 
commitment 
DEFERRAL 4 - plan to attend plus 4 - have not applied 
in a few years 1-4 
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APPENDIX D 
FIRST LANGUAGE LISTED BY SENIORS 
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Most bilingual students listed only one language as their 
first language. The following languages were listed at 
least once: 
Afrikaans 
Arabic 
Cambodian 
Cantonese 
Cape Verdean 
Chinese 
Creole 
Danish 
English 
Filipino 
French 
Greek 
Guyenese 
Haitian French 
Haitian Creole 
Hmong 
Japanese 
Mandarin 
Norwegian 
Polish 
Portuguese 
Spanish 
Vietnamese 
Some students listed more than one language as their first 
language. The following list shows groupings listed at 
least once: 
Chinese-Toisonese/Cantonese 
Creole (Cape Verdean) 
English/Spanish 
Portuguese (Cape Verdean) 
Portuguese Creole 
Portuguese/Creole/Cape Verdean 
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APPENDIX E 
POST-SECONDARY INSTITUTIONS 
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High school seniors selected a total of 350 identifiable 
post-secondary institutions in either Survey I choice sets 
or Survey II choices. (Ten were unidentifiable or 
unreadable.) To allow further description, each selected 
four year institution was coded as follows for control, 
degree, size and selectivity. 
CONTROL DEGREE 
1 = Public 
ate) 
1. 2-year (Associ- 
2 = Private (Independent) 2. 4-year (Bachelor) 
4 = Proprietary School (Independent) 
School 
3. Preparatory 
5 = Technical School (Public) 4. Certificate only 
school) 
5 . RN(Nursing 
soc./certificate 
6. As- 
SELECTIVITY (Entrance Difficulty) (Adapted from 
Peterson's 
Guide to Four-Year Colleges, 1992) 
1 = Most Difficult - About 30% or fewer applicants 
accepted; SATS >1250; ACT composite >29; More than 75% 
in top 10% of high school class. 
2 = Very Difficult - About 60% or fewer applicants 
accepted; SATS >1150; ACT composite >26; More than 50% 
in top 10% of high school class. 
3 = Moderately Difficult - About 85% or fewer of 
applicants accepted; SATS >900; ACT composite >18; More 
than 75% in top half of high school class. 
4 = Minimally Difficult - Up to 95% of applicants 
accepted and SATS somewhat <900 and ACT composite <19; 
Most freshmen not in top half of high school class. 
5 = Non-competitive (Open) - Virtually all applicants were 
accepted regardless of high school rank or test scores. 
SIZE (Undergraduates) 
1 = 10,000 + 
2 = 4,000 - 9,999 
3 = 2,000 - 3,999 
4 = less than 1,999 
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Four-Year Baccalaureate-Granting Institutions 
The following chart shows the state in which each in¬ 
stitution is located (ST) and the coding for each four-year 
institution for control (CN), degrees granted (DG), 
entrance difficulty (ED), and size (SZ). Selectivity and 
size were eliminated from consideration for some institu¬ 
tions when specific location was not clear. 
Institution ST CN DG ED SZ 
1. Adelphi University NY 2 2 3 2 
2. Air Force Academy CO 1 2 1 2 
3. Alabama State U. AL 1 2 5 2 
4. Albion College MI 2 2 3 4 
5 . American International 
College MA 2 2 3 4 
6. Amherst College MA 2 2 1 4 
7. Anderson College SC 2 2 4 4 
8. Anna Maria College MA 2 2 3 4 
9. Arizona State U. AZ 1 2 3 1 
10. Art Institute MA 2 2 3 4 
11. Art Institute of FL FL 4 2 5 3 
12. 
13. 
ASP Brazil 
Assumption College MA 2 2 3 4 
14. 
15. 
Atlanten 
Augustana College SD 2 2 3 4 
16. Babson College MA 2 2 3 4 
17. Bates College ME 2 2 2 4 
18. Bennington College VT 2 2 3 4 
19. Bentley College MA 2 2 3 2 
20. Berklee College of 
Music MA 2 2 3 3 
21. Bethune/Cookman 
College FL 2 2 4 3 
22. Bloomsburg University PA 1 2 3 2 
23. Boston University MA 2 2 3 1 
24. Boston Conservatory MA 2 2 3 4 
25 . Boston College MA 2 2 2 2 
26. Bowdoin College ME 2 2 1 4 
27. Brandeis University MA 2 2 2 3 
28. Bridgewater State 
College 
ME 
MA 1 2 3 2 
29. Brown University RI 2 2 1 2 
30. Bryant College RI 2 2 3 3 
31. Bryn Mawr College PA 2 2 1 4 
32. Bucknell University PA 2 2 2 3 
33. California Institute 
Of Technology CA 2 2 1 4 
34. California - Southern CA 2 2 3 4 
35. California State - 
Long Beach CA 1 2 3 1 
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Institution ST CN DG ED SZ 
36. Carnegie-Mellon U. PA 
37. Castleton State Coll. VT 
38. Catholic University DC 
39. Cedar Crest College PA 
40. Central Connecticut 
State University CT 
41. Clark University 
Worcester MA 
42. Clark University 
Atlanta GA 
43. Clemson University SC 
44. Colby College ME 
45. Colby-Sawyer Coll. NH 
46. Colgate University NY 
47. Connecticut College CT 
48. Cooper Union for the 
Advancement of 
Science and Art NY 
49. Cornell University NY 
50. California Pol. State 
U.- San Luis Obispo CA 
51. Curry College MA 
52. Daniel Webster Coll. NH 
53. Dartmouth College NH 
54. Delaware State Coll. DE 
55. DeVry Institute of 
Technology CA 
56. Drew University NJ 
57. Drexel University PA 
58. Duke University NC 
59. East Carolina U. NC 
60. Eastern Connecticut 
State U. CT 
61. Eastern Nazarene Coll. MA 
62. Elmira College NY 
63. Embry-Riddle Aero¬ 
nautical University FL 
64. Emerson College MA 
65. Emmanuel College MA 
66. Emory University GA 
67. English College Poland 
68. Esbjerg Handelss 
69. Evangel College MO 
70. Fairfield University CT 
71. Ferris State U. MI 
72. Findlay, Univ. of OH 
73. Fitchburg State Coll. MA 
74. Flagler College FL 
75. Florida Institute of 
Technology FL 
2 
1 
2 
2 
1 
2 
2 
1 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
1 
2 
2 
2 
1 
4 
2 
2 
2 
1 
1 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
1 
2 
1 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
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Institution ST CN DG 
76. Florida State U. FL 1 2 
77. Fordham University NY 2 2 
78. Framingham State Coll. MA 1 2 
79. Franklin & Marshall 
College PA 2 2 
80. Franklin Pierce Coll. NH 2 2 
81. George Washington 
University DC 2 2 
82. Georgia Southern U. GA 1 2 
83. Georgia Institute 
of Technology GA 1 2 
84. Georgia State U. GA 1 2 
85 . Gordon College MA 2 2 
86. Grambling State U. LA 1 2 
87. Granada Universid Spain 
88. Green Mountain Coll. VT 2 2 
89. Gymnas Greece 
90. Hampshire College MA 2 2 
91. Hampton University VA 2 2 
92. Hartwick College NY 2 2 
93. Harvard College MA 2 2 
94. Hofstra University NY 2 2 
95. Holy Cross, College of MA 2 2 
96. Howard University DC 2 2 
97. Husson College ME 2 2 
98. Indiana State U. IN 1 2 
99. Ithaca College NY 2 2 
100. Indiana U. of PA PA 2 2 
101. Jacksonville U. FL 2 2 
102. Johns Hopkins U. MD 2 2 
103. Johnson & Wales U. RI 2 2 
104. Johnson C. Smith U. NC 2 2 
105. Juilliard School NY 2 2 
106. Kansas State U. KS 1 2 
107. Keene State U. NH 1 2 
108. Kent State University OH 1 2 
109. King's College PA 2 2 
110. La Salle University PA 2 2 
111. Lincoln University PA 2 2 
112. Long Island University NY 2 2 
113. Loyola College MD 2 2 
114. Louisiana State U. LA 1 2 
115. Luther College NC 2 2 
116. Lynchburg College VA 2 2 
117. Lyndon State College VT 1 2 
118. Lynn University FL 2 2 
119. Maine Maritime Academy ME 1 2 
120. Manhattan School of 
Music NY 2 2 
121. Marietta College OH 2 2 
ED SZ 
3 4 
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3 
1 
3 
2 
3 
5 
3 
3 
3 
3 
1 
4 
4 
1 
5 
3 
3 
3 
3 
4 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
4 
3 
4 
2 
4 
2 
2 
3 
2 
4 
1 
2 
1 
3 
3 
2 
4 
1 
1 
3 
1 
4 
2 
3 
2 
3 
1 
3 
4 
4 
4 
4 
2 4 
3 4 
200 
U
l 
W
 
W
 
W
 
U
)U
) 
^
 
tv
) 
W
W
W
 
Institution ST CN DG ED SZ 
122. Marist College NY 2 2 3 4 
123. Mary Washington Coll. VA 2 2 3 3 
124. Maryland Institute- 
College of Art MD 2 2 3 4 
125. Massachusetts College 
Of Pharmacy MA 1 2 3 3 
126. Massachusetts Mari¬ 
time Academy MA 1 2 2 4 
127. Massachusetts 
College of Art MA 1 2 2 4 
128. Merrimack College MA 2 2 2 2 
129. Marymount College NY 2 2 3 4 
130. Messiah College PA 2 2 2 2 
131. Middlebury College VA 2 2 2 4 
132. Massachusetts 
Institute of Tech. MA 2 2 1 2 
133. Monserrat MA 2 2 4 4 
134. Moody Bible Institute IL 2 2 3 4 
135. Moravian College PA 2 2 1 2 
136. Morgan State College MD 1 2 3 2 
137. Morris Brown College GA 2 2 3 4 
138. Mount Holyoke Coll. MA 2 2 2 4 
139. Muhlenberg College PA 2 2 2 4 
140. New England College NH 2 2 4 4 
141. New Hampshire College NH 2 2 3 4 
142. New York Institute 
of Technology NY 1 2 4 2 
143. Nichols College MA 2 2 4 4 
144. Norfolk State U. VA 1 2 5 2 
145 . North Carolina Central 
University NC 1 2 4 2 
146. North Park College IL 2 2 3 4 
147. North Adams State Coll MA 1 2 3 3 
148. Northeastern U. MA 2 2 3 1 
149. Northwood Institute MI 2 2 3 4 
150. Notre Dame College NH 2 2 3 3 
151. Nova University FL 2 2 3 3 
152. New York University NY 2 2 2 1 
153. Ohio State University OH 1 2 3 1 
154. Old Dominion U. VA 1 2 3 1 
155. Pennsylvania State U. PA 1 2 2 1 
156. Pine Manor College MA 2 2 4 4 
157 . Plymouth State College NH 1 2 3 3 
158. Pratt Institute NY 2 2 3 3 
159. Princeton University NJ 2 2 1 2 
160. Providence College RI 2 2 2 3 
161. Purdue University IN 1 2 3 1 
162. Quinnipiac College CT 2 2 3 3 
163. Regis College MA 2 2 3 4 
164. Rensselaer Poly. Inst NY 2 2 2 2 
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Institution ST CN DG ED 
165. 
166. 
Ribe Handel SS 
Rhode Island College RI 1 2 3 
167. Rice University TX 2 2 1 
168. Ripon College WI 2 2 3 
169. Rhode Island School 
of Design RI 2 2 2 
170. Rivier College NH 2 2 3 
171. Roanoke College VA 2 2 3 
172. Rochester Institute 
of Technology NY 2 2 3 
173. 
174. 
Roensdale VG 
Roger Williams Coll. RI 2 2 4 
175. Russell Sage Coll. NY 2 2 3 
176. Rutgers U. - Douglas NJ 1 2 3 
177. Sacred Heart U. CT 2 2 3 
178. Saint Anselms Coll. NH 2 2 3 
179. Salem State College MA 1 2 4 
180. Salve Regina U. RI 2 2 3 
181. Seton Hall U. NJ 2 2 3 
182. Simmons College MA 2 2 3 
183. Skidmore College NY 2 2 2 
184. Smith College MA 2 2 1 
185. 
186. 
187. 
SognVidregaerd 
Soka University 
Southern Connect¬ 
icut State U. 
Norway 
Japan 
CT 1 2 3 
188. Southern Vermont 
College VT 2 2 4 
189. Spelman College GA 2 2 3 
190. Springfield Coll. MA 2 2 3 
191. St. Michaels Coll. VT 2 2 3 
192. St. Josephs College ME 2 2 3 
193. Stonehill College MA 2 2 3 
194. Suffolk University MA 2 2 3 
195. 
196. 
Sunndall VG 
SUNY - Albany NY 1 2 2 
197. SUNY - Binghamton NY 1 2 2 
198. Syracuse University NY 2 2 2 
199. Temple University PA 2 2 3 
200. Tennessee State U. TN 1 2 4 
201. Texas A & I U. TX 1 2 3 
202. Trinity College 
Miami FL 2 2 3 
203. Troy State U. AL 1 2 4 
204. Tufts University MA 2 2 1 
205. Tuskegee University AL 2 2 4 
206. United States Coast 
Guard Academy CT 1 2 2 
207. U. S. Mil. Academy NY 1 2 1 
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Institution ST CN DG ED SZ 
208. United States Naval 
Academy MD 1 2 2 2 
209. University of Ala¬ 
bama AL 1 2 3 1 
210. University of Ari¬ 
zona AZ 1 2 3 1 
211. University of 
Bridgeport CT 2 2 3 3 
212. University of 
Cal.- Los Angeles CA 1 2 2 1 
213. University of 
Central Florida FL 1 2 3 1 
214. University of North 
Carolina-Charlotte NC 1 2 3 1 
215. University of 
Colorado CO 1 2 3 1 
216. University of 
Connecticut CT 1 2 3 1 
217. University of 
Delaware DE 1 2 3 1 
218. University of 
Florida FL 1 2 3 1 
219. University of 
Georgia GA 1 2 3 1 
220. University of 
Hartford CT 2 2 3 4 
221. University of Hawaii HI 1 2 3 1 
222. University of 
Houston TX 1 2 3 1 
223. University of 
Illinois IL 1 2 2 1 
224. University of 
Indiana IN 1 2 3 1 
225. University of Kansas KN 2 2 3 2 
226. University of Maine- 
Farmington ME 1 2 3 3 
227. University of Maine- 
Machias ME 1 2 3 4 
228. University of Maine- 
Orono ME 1 2 3 1 
229. University of 
Maryland MD 1 2 3 1 
229. University of Massa- 
chusetts-Amherst MA 1 2 3 1 
230. University of Massa- 
chusetts-Boston MA 1 2 3 2 
231. University of Massa- 
chusetts-Dartmouth MA 1 2 3 2 
232. University of Massa- 
chusetts-Lowell MA 1 2 3 2 
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233. University of Miami FL 2 2 3 2 
234. University of 
Michigan-Ann Arbor MI 1 2 2 1 
235. University of 
Nebraska-Lincoln NE 1 2 3 1 
236. University of Nevada 
Reno NV 1 2 3 2 
237. University of New 
England ME 2 2 3 4 
237. University of New 
Hampshire NH 1 2 3 1 
238. University of New 
Haven CT 2 2 3 3 
238. University of North 
Alabama AL 1 2 5 2 
239. University of Notre 
Dame IN 2 2 1 2 
240. University of 
Oklahoma OK 1 2 3 1 
241. University of the 
Pacific CA 2 2 3 3 
242. University of 
Pennsylvania PA 2 2 1 2 
243. University of 
Pittsburgh PA 1 2 3 1 
244. University of Rhode 
Island RI 1 2 3 1 
245. University of 
Rochester NY 2 2 2 2 
246. University of South¬ 
ern California CA 2 2 3 1 
246. University of 
Southern Maine ME 1 2 3 2 
247. University of Tampa FL 2 2 3 3 
248. University of 
Tennessee TN 1 2 3 1 
249. University of Texas- 
Austin TX 1 2 3 1 
250 . University of Texas- 
Dallas TX 1 2 2 1 
251. University of Texas- 
El Paso TX 1 2 4 1 
252. University of Vermont VT 1 2 3 2 
253. University of 
Virginia VA 1 2 2 1 
254. University of 
Wisconsin WI 1 2 3 1 
255. 
256. 
Unicomp 
Union College NY 2 2 1 3 
257. Unity College ME 2 2 3 1 
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258. Utica College NY 
259. Vaagsbygd Norway 
260. Vanderbilt U. TN 
261. Villanova U. PA 
262. Virginia Commonwealth 
University VA 
263. Virginia Polytech. 
Institute VA 
264. Virginia State U. VA 
265. Virginia Union U. VA 
268. Virginia Wesleyan 
College VA 
269. Wake Forest U. NC 
270. Washington State U. WA 
271. Washington U. MO 
272. Wellesley College MA 
273. Wentworth Institute 
of Technology MA 
274. Wesleyan University CT 
275. Western Connect¬ 
icut State U. CT 
276. Western New Eng¬ 
land College MA 
277. Westfield State 
College MA 
278. West Virginia U. WV 
279. West Virginia 
Wesleyan WV 
280. Wheaton College MA 
281. Wheelock College MA 
282. Wichita State U. KS 
283. Wilburforce U. OH 
284. Williams College MA 
285. William Paterson 
College NJ 
286. Worcester State 
College MA 
287. Worcester Polytech. 
Institute MA 
288. Yale University CT 
289. York College PA 
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Two-Year Associates, Vocational, and Other Post-Graduate 
Institutions 
Some of the two-year schools listed here offer a few 
bachelors' degrees. They are included because they have not 
been identified as four-year institutions by Petersons's 
Guide (1992). Also, selectivity and size were not consid¬ 
ered relevant for inclusion. A review of Peterson's Guide 
to Two Year Schools found that the two-year schools found 
here were either open admission or less selective than 
minimally selective four-year schools. 
Institution ST CN DG 
1. Ailano School of Cosmetology 
2. Andover Academy 
3. Bay Path College 
4. Bay State College 
5. Beauty Academy of Taunton 
6. Becker College- Leicester 
7. Blaine-School of Hair and Beauty 
8. Blue Hills Technical School 
9. Bridgton Academy 
10. Bristol Community College 
11. Brockton Hospital School of 
Nursing 
12. Broward Community College 
13. Bunker Hill Community College 
14. Burdett School 
15. Cape Cod Technical School 
16. Cape Cod Community College 
17. Community College of Rhode 
Island 
18. Daytona Community College 
20. Dean College 
21. Endicott College 
22. Fisher College 
23. Franklin Institute of Boston 
24. Hall Institute of Technology 
25. Harrisburg Area Community College 
26. Hesser College 
27. Hudson Valley Community College 
18. Indian River Community College 
29. International Air 
30. Katharine Gibbs School 
31. Kinyon-Campbell Business School 
32. Labaron 
33. Laboure College 
34. Lasell 
35. Maine Central Institute 
36. Mansfield Hair 
37. Mass Bay Community College 
MA 
MA 
MA 
MA 
MA 
MA 
MA 
MA 
ME 
MA 
MA 
FL 
MA 
MA 
MA 
MA 
RI 
FL 
MA 
MA 
MA 
MA 
RI 
PA 
NH 
NY 
FL 
CA 
MA 
MA 
MA 
MA 
MA 
MA 
MA 
MA 
4 
2 
2 
2 
4 
2 
4 
5 
2 
1 
4 
3 
1 
1 
4 
1 
4 
6 
3 
1 
2 
1 
1 
4 
5 
1 
5 
1 
1 
6 
4 
1 
1 
1 
2 
2 
2 
2 
4 
1 
2 
1 
1 
4 
4 
4 
4 
2 
2 
2 
4 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
4 
1 
1 
1 
1 
4 
1 
4 
4 
1 
1 
3 
4 
1 
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38. Massasoit Comunity College MA 
39 Miami-Dade Community College MA 
40. Mount Ida College MA 
41. Mr. Blasco Make-Up School FL 
42. New England Culinary Institute VT 
43. New England School of Art 
and Design RI 
44. New England School of 
Photography RI 
45. New England Institute 
Of Technology RI 
46. New England Baptist Hospital MA 
47. Newbury College MA 
48. Northern Essex Community Coll. MA 
49. North Shore Community College MA 
50. Northeastern Technical School MA 
51. Opryland Hotel Culinary Institute TN 
52. Palm Beach Community College FL 
53. Penn Technical Institute PA 
54. Quincy College MA 
55. Roxbury Community College MA 
56. Seminole Community College FL 
57. Southeastern Regional Tech. MA 
School 
58. St. Elizabeth School of 
Nursing MA 
59. St. Margaret's Hospital MA 
60. Valencia Comm. College FL 
61. Zion Bible Institute RI 
1 
1 
2 
4 
4 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
1 
1 
5 
4 
1 
4 
1 
1 
1 
5 
2 
2 
1 
4 
1 
1 
1 
4 
1 
4 
4 
1 
5 
1 
1 
1 
4 
4 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
4 
5 
5 
1 
4 
t 
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RACIAL/ETHNIC LISTING FOR "OTHER" 
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Only 3.1% of all students wrote an "other" response to 
"Racial/ethnic." The following were listed at least once. 
African American 
Afro-American 
Bahamian 
Black Haitian 
Black Irish 
Brazilian 
Cape Verdean/Indian 
Danish 
European/American 
European/Polish 
French 
Haitian 
Irish 
Jamaican 
Japanese 
Korean 
Mixed (1.2%) 
Portuguese 
Puerto Rican 
South African 
Syrian 
Trinidadian 
Vietnamese 
West Indian 
—plus six who listed such things as "I'm human," "Makes no 
difference," "purple," etc. 
209 
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Table G-l 
Sub-group Percentages Rating Attribute "more" or 
Important 
College Attribute 
Academic reputation 
Has program of study 
Size of campus 
Low total cost 
Stud/fac. eth. div 
Does not req SAT/ACT 
Close fac/stud assoc 
Excellent phys. fac. 
Active social life 
High admiss. stds. 
Min. social oppor. 
Financial aid 
Family recommends 
Guidance couns. rec. 
Emphasis on sports 
College spends time/ 
money to persuade me 
Academic support 
H. S. friends att. 
Close to home 
Prog, of study include 
diff. cult. 
Religious emphasis 
Grads get gd. jobs 
Grads get into good, 
grad, schools 
Asian Black CpVerd 
n=40 n=78 n=62 
72.5 53.9 56.4 
87.5 70.5 61.3 
32.5 20.6 26.7 
62.5 62.8 59.7 
40.0 47.8 43.5 
17.5 21.8 21.4 
47.5 50.0 27.4 
32.5 48.7 51.6 
40.0 47.5 59.7 
37.5 20.5 12.9 
42.5 77.0 58.0 
85.0 84.4 82.2 
22.5 32.1 27.4 
27.5 47.5 43.6 
7.5 35.9 30.7 
27.5 32.1 42.0 
62.5 71.8 74.2 
10.0 11.5 24.2 
34.8 22.1 29.0 
40.0 48.7 45.1 
5.0 19.2 4.8 
85.9 89.7 88.7 
77.5 69.3 77.4 
Hisp White All 
n=29 n=588 n=842 
44.8 46.8 49.7 
82.8 77.5 76.3 
17.2 25.6 24.9 
58.6 48.7 52.9 
48.3 13.1 22.5 
17.8 17.3 17.9 
34.4 44.1 43.2 
41.4 39.4 41.4 
48.3 46.3 47.7 
31.0 14.0 16.6 
65.5 11.2 26.3 
86.2 74.5 77.3 
41.3 23.2 24.8 
69.0 28.2 33.4 
20.6 19.7 21.2 
25.0 26.0 27.7 
51.7 41.6 49.1 
24.1 12.8 13.5 
20.6 30.9 29.6 
41.3 14.3 23.8 
13.8 06.5 8.1 
82.8 84.6 85.2 
62.0 63.3 65.7 
"very" 
211 
BIBLIOGRAPHY 
Ackermann, S. P. (1990, April). The benefits of summer 
bridge programs for underrepresented and low-income 
students. Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of 
the American Educational Research Association, Boston. 
Almanac. (1994). The Chronicle of Higher Education. 
41(1). 
Altbach, P. G., & Lomotey, K. (Eds.). (1991). The racial 
crisis in American higher education. Albany: State 
University of New York Press. 
Anderson, J. A. (1989). Cognitive styles and 
multicultural populations. In J. N. Niba & R. Norman 
(Eds.), Recruitment and retention of black students in 
higher education (pp. 29-54). Lanham, MD: University 
Press of America, Inc. 
Astin, A. W. (1965). Who goes where to college? Chicago: 
Science Research Associates, Inc. 
Astin, A. W. (1978). The myth of equal access in higher 
education. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 
119 551) . 
Astin, A. W. (1982). Minorities in higher education: 
recent trends, current prospects, and recommendations. 
San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 
Astin, A. W. (1985). Achieving educational excellence. 
San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 
Astin, A. W. (1990). The black undergraduate: Current 
status and trends in the characteristics of freshmen. 
Los Angeles: Higher Education Research Institute, 
UCLA. 
Babbie, E. (1987). The practice of social research (5th 
ed.). Belmont, CA: Wadsworth Publishing Company. 
Ballesteros, E. (1986). Do Hispanics receive an equal 
educational opportunity? The relationship of school 
outcomes, family background, and high school 
curriculum. In M. A. Olivas (Ed.), Latino college 
students (pp. 47-50). New York: Teachers College 
Press. 
Ballesteros, E. J. (1988). Whatever happened to access? 
College and University. 6_4(1), 91-121. 
212 
Bean, J. P. (1982). Conceptual models of student 
attrition: How theory can help the institutional 
researcher. In E. Pascarella (Ed.), Studying student 
attrition: New directions for institutional research 
(pp. 17-34). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 
Borg, W. R., & Gall, M. D. (1983) Educational research: 
an introduction (4th ed.). New York: Longman, Inc. 
Boyer, E. L. (1987). College: The undergraduate 
experience in America. New York: Harper and Row 
Publications. 
Breland, H. M., Wilder, G., & Robertson, N. J. (1986, 
November). Demographics, standards, and equity: 
Challenges in college admissions. Sponsored by: 
American Association of Collegiate Registrars and 
Admissions Officers, The American College Testing 
Program, The College Board, Educational Testing 
Service, & National Association of College Admissions 
Counselors. 
Carter, D. J., & Wilson, R. (1989). Eighth annual status 
report on minorities in higher education. Washington, 
DC: American Council on Education Office of Minority 
Concerns. 
Carter, D. J., & Wilson, R. (1992). Tenth annual status 
report on minorities in higher education. Washington, 
DC: American Council on Education. 
Chapman, D. W. (1981). A model of student college choice. 
Journal of Higher Education, 5J.(5), 490-505. 
Chapman, R. G. (1986). Toward a theory of college 
selection: A model of college search and choice 
behavior. In R. J. Lutz, (Ed.), Advances in consumer 
research (pp. 246-250, vol. 13). Provo, UT: 
Association for Consumer Research. 
Clark, B. R. (1983). The higher education system: 
Academic organization in cross-national perspective. 
Berkeley, CA: University of Chicago Press. 
The College Handbook 1994. (1993, 31st edition). New 
York: College Entrance Examination Board. 
Collison, M. N-R. (1992, January 22). More freshmen say 
they are choosing colleges based on costs. Chronicle 
of Higher Education, p. A34. 
213 
Conklin, M. E., & Dailey, A. R. (1981). Does consistency 
of parental educational encouragement matter for 
secondary students? Sociology of Education 5(4), 254 
62. 
Cook, R. W., & Zallocco, R. L. (1983). Predicting 
university preference and attendance: Applied 
marketing in higher education administration. 
Research in Higher Education. 19.(2), 197-211. 
Cross, P. H., & Astin, H. S. (1981). Factors affecting 
black students persistence in college. In G. E. 
Thomas (Ed.), Black students in higher education: 
Conditions and experiences in the 1970's. Westport, 
CT: Greenwood Press. 
Crossland, F. E. (1971). Minority access to college: A 
Ford Foundation report. New York: Schocken Books. 
Crosson, P. (1987, November). Four year college and 
university environments for minority student degree 
achievement. Paper presented for the conference From 
access to achievement: Strategies for urban 
institutions, Los Angeles. 
Davis, J. A. (1968). Applications of the science of 
measurement to higher education. Washington, DC: 
Office of Education, Bureau of Research. (ERIC 
Document Reproduction Service No: ED 026 971). 
Dembowski, F. L. (1980). A model for predicting college 
choice. College and University, 55.(2), 103-112. 
Dey, E. L., Astin, A. W., & Korn, W. S. (1991). The 
American freshman: Twenty-five year trends, 1966-1990 
Los Angeles: Higher Education Research Institute, 
UCLA. 
Dilts, S. W., & Zidzik, M. A. (Eds.). (1992). Peterson's 
guide to four-year colleges (22nd ed.). Princeton: 
Peterson's Guides. 
Evangelauf, J. (1992, January 22). Minority group 
enrollment at colleges rose 10% from 1988 to 1990, 
reaching record levels. The Chronicle of Higher 
Education, pp. A33-A37. 
Facts, 1993. (1993). Special issue of Connection: New 
England's Journal of Higher Education and Economic 
Development, 2(2). 
Fact File. (1992, January 22). The Chronicle of Higher 
Education, p. A34. 
214 
Fishbein, M. (Ed.). (1967). Attitude theory and 
measurement. New York: John Wiley and Sons. 
Fisk-Skinner, E., & Richardson, R. C., Jr. (1988). Making 
it in a majority university. Change, 20(3), 34-42. 
Gates, R. (1989). Project FAR: A blueprint for college 
student retention. In J. N. Niba & R. Norman (Eds.), 
Recruitment and retention of black students in higher 
education (pp. 55-60). Lanham, MD: NAFEO Research 
Institute, University Press of America. 
Gilmour, J. E., Jr., Dolich, I. J., & Spiro, L. M. (1978). 
How college students select a college. Paper 
presented to the Annual Forum of the Association for 
Institutional Research, Houston. (ERIC Document 
Reproduction Service No. ED 208 705). 
Gosman, E. J., Dandridge, B. A., Nettles, M. T., & Thoeny, 
A. R. (1983). Predicting student progression: The 
influence of race and other student and institutional 
characteristics on college student performance. 
Research in Higher Education. .18(2), 209-235. 
Green, M. F. (Ed.). (1989). Minorities on campus: A 
handbook for enhancing diversity. Washington, DC: 
American Council on Education. 
Hanford, G. H. (1991). Life with the SAT: Assessing our 
young people and our times. New York: College 
Entrance Examination Board. 
Hanson, K. H., & Litten, L. H. (1982). Mapping the road 
to academe: A review of research on women, men and the 
college selection process. In P. J. Perun (Ed.), The 
undergraduate woman: Issues in educational equity 
(pp. 73-97). Lexington, MA: Lexington Books/D.C. 
Heath. 
Hassan, T. E. (1989). Colleges and image: The image 
modification stories of two selective institutions. 
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Harvard University. 
Hearn, J. C. (1984). The relative roles of academic, 
ascribed, and socioeconomic characteristics in college 
destinations. Sociology of Education, 57, 22-30. 
Higher Education Coordinating Council. (1992). 
Unpublished Raw Data. Boston, MA. 
Hiss, W. C. (1986). Optional SATs: The first two years. 
In Measures in the college admissions process (pp. 10- 
17). NY: College Entrance Examination Board. 
215 
Hoey, J. T. (1992, May 18). No prosperity—and few votes. 
The Enterprise,1,6. 
Hopkins, C. D. (1980). Understanding educational 
research: An inquiry approach. Columbus, OH: Charles 
E. Merrill Co. 
Hossler, D., Braxton, J., & Coopersmith, G. (1989). 
Understanding student college choice. In J. C. Smart 
(Ed.), Higher education handbook of theory and 
research V (pp. 231-288). New York: Agathon Press. 
Hossler, D., & Gallagher, K. S. (1987). Studying student 
college choice: A three-phase model and the 
implications for policymakers. College and 
University, 207-221. 
Huddleston, T., Jr., & Karr, M. B. (1982). Assessing 
college image. College and University, 57(4), 364- 
370. 
Individual School Reports. (1990, October 1). Quincy, MA: 
Massachusetts Department of Education Bureau of Data 
Collection. 
Jackson, A. R. (May, 1988). An analysis of the 
perceptions of academically capable black high school 
seniors who have chosen not to attend college. 
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of 
Massachusetts Amherst. 
Jackson, G. A. (1982). Public efficiency and private 
choices in higher education. Educational Evaluation 
and Policy Analysis, 4(2), 237-247. 
Jenkins, L. E. (1989). The black family and academic 
achievement. In G. L. Berry & J. K. Asamen (Eds.), 
Black students: Psychosocial issues and academic 
achievement (pp. 138-152). Newbury Park, CA: Sage 
Publications. 
Jencks, C., & Riesman, D. (1977). The academic revolution 
(3rd ed.). Chicago: The University of Chicago Press. 
Jepsen, D. A., & Dilley, J. S. (1974). Vocational 
decision making models: A review and comparative 
analysis. The Review of Educational Research, 44, 
331-349. 
Kealy, M. J., & Rockel, M. L. (1987). Student perceptions 
of college quality: The influence of college 
recruitment policies. Journal of Higher Education, 
58(6), 683-703. 
216 
Kemerer, F. R., Baldridge, J. V., & Green, K. C. (1982). 
Strategies for effective enrollment management. 
Washington, DC: American Association of State Colleges 
and Universities. 
Lang, M., & Ford, C. A. (1988). Black student retention 
in higher education. Springfield, IL: Charles C. 
Thomas, Publisher. 
Lemon, N. (1973). Attitudes and their measurement. New 
York: John Wiley and Sons. 
Leslie, L. L., Johnson, G. P., & Carlson, J. (1977). The 
impact of need-based student aid upon the college 
attendance decision. Journal of Education Finance. 2, 
269-85. 
Lewis, G. H., & Morrison, S. (1975). A longitudinal study 
of college selection (Technical Report No. 2). 
Pittsburgh: School of Urban and Public Affairs, 
Carnegie-Mellon University. 
Litten, L. H. (1982). Different strokes in the applicant 
pool: Some refinements in a model of student choice. 
Journal of Higher Education. 5_3(4), 383-402. 
Litten, L. H., & Brodigan, D. L. (1982). On being heard 
in a noisy world: Matching messages and media in 
college marketing. College and University, 57(3), 
242-264. 
Litten, L. H., Sullivan, D., & Brodigan, D. L. (1983). 
Applying market research in college admissions. New 
York: College Entrance Examination Board. 
Loo, C. M., & Rolison, G. (1986). Alienation of ethnic 
minority students at a predominantly white university. 
Journal of Higher Education, 57, 58-77. 
Lorenc, J. J. (1988). An analysis of the search stage of 
the college choice process undertaken by community 
college transfer students. Dissertation Abstracts 
International, Loyola University of Chicago. 
Magner, D. K. (1989, November 29). Colleges try new ways 
to insure minority students make it to graduation. 
Chronicle of Higher Education, 36(13), 1, pp. 36-37. 
Maguire, J., & Lay, R. (1983). Modeling the college 
choice process: Image and decision. College and 
University, 59.(1), 5-28. 
Manski, C. F., & Wise, D. A. (1983). College choice in 
America. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 
217 
Marshall, J. F., & Delman, J. M. (1984). Researching 
institutional image: The development and 
implementation of a market research plan for 
educational institutions. College and University. 59, 
316-333. 
McLaren, P. (1989). On ideology and education. In H. 
Giroux & X. McLaren (Eds.), Critical pedagogy, the 
state and cultural struggle. Albany, NY: SUNY Press. 
McNally, J. L., & Story, R. W. (1977). Why accepted 
students decline to attend the college at Geneseo. 
(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 155 976). 
McPherson, M. S., & Schapiro, M. 0. (1990). Selective 
admissions and the public interest. New York: College 
Entrance Examination Board. 
Montana, P. J. (Ed.). (1978). Marketing in nonprofit 
organizations. New York: Amacon. 
Morehouse, B. L. (1993). College choice and ethnicity: A 
national survey of college-bound students of color. 
Stamats Communications, Inc. 
Moser, C. A., & Kalton, G. (1972). Survey methods in 
social investigation (2nd ed.). New York: Basic 
Books, Inc. 
Murphy, P. E. (1981). Consumer buying roles in college 
choice: Parents' and students' perceptions. College 
and University, 57, 150-160. 
Niba, J. N., & Norman, R. (Eds.). (1989). Recruitment 
and retention of black students in higher education. 
Lanham, MD: NAFEO Research Institute, University Press 
of America. 
Noel, L., et al. (1985). Increasing student retention. 
San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 
Norusis M./SPSS, Inc. (1992). SPSS/PC+ base system user's 
guide, Version 5.0. Chicago: SPSS Inc. 
Olivas, M. A. (1986). Financial aid for Hispanics: 
Access, ideology, and packaging policies. In M. A. 
Olivas (Ed.), Latino college students (pp. 281-295). 
New York: Teachers College Press. 
Pallas, A. M., Natriello, G., McDill, E. L. (1989). The 
changing nature of the disadvantaged population. 
Current dimensions and future trends. Educational 
Researcher, 18 (5), 16-22. 
218 
Pascarella, E. T., & Terenzini, P. T. (1977). Patterns of 
student-faculty informal interaction beyond the 
classroom and voluntary freshman attrition. Journal 
of Higher Education. 48, 540-552. 
Pastor, R. L. (1985, February). Influential factors and 
information affecting enrollment decisions of students 
accepted at Northern Essex Community College. 
Unpublished Doctoral Dissertation. University of 
Massachusetts Amherst. 
Paulsen, M. B. (1990). College choice: Understanding 
student enrollment behavior. ASHE-ERIC Higher 
Education Report No. 6. Washington, DC: The George 
Washington University, School of Education and Human 
Development. 
Pennock-Roman, M. (1986). Fairness in the use of tests 
for Selective admissions of Hispanics. In M. A. 
Olivas (Ed.), Latino college students (pp. 246-280). 
New York: Teachers College Press. 
Peters, W. B. (1977). Fulfillment of short-term 
educational plans and continuance in education. 
Washington, DC: National Center of Educational 
Statistics. 
Post, D. (1990). College-going decisions by Chicanos: The 
politics of misinformation. Educational Evaluation 
and Policy Analysis. 12.(2), 174-187. 
Ramirez, G. M., & Thayer, P. B. (1989). Minority students 
on campus. In M. Odell & J. J. Mock (Eds.), A crucial 
agenda: Making colleges and universities work better 
for minority students (pp. 27-48). Boulder, CO: 
Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education. 
Riesman, D. (1980). On higher education: The academic 
enterprise in an era of rising student consumerism. 
San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 
The Road to College. (1991). A joint publication of the 
Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education and 
The College Board. Boulder, CO: Western Interstate 
Comission for Higher Education. 
Rootman, I. (1972). Voluntary withdrawal from a total 
adult socializing organization: A model. Sociology of 
Education, 45., 258-70. 
219 
Ross, K. (1989). Myths and realities in minority 
education: Touchstones for decision-making. In M. 
Odell & J. J. Mock (Eds.), A crucial agenda: Making 
colleges and universities work better for minority 
students (pp. 7-26). Boulder, CO: Western Interstate 
Commission for Higher Education. 
Sacks, H. S., et al. (1978). Hurdles: The admissions 
dilemma in American higher education. New York: 
Atheneum. 
Scott, L. C. (1991). An investigation of social 
involvement, social adjustment, and academic 
achievement of black undergraduates attending a four 
year predominantly white public institution of higher 
education in northeastern Massachusetts. Unpublished 
doctoral dissertation, University of Massachusetts 
Amherst, MA. 
Sevier, R. A. (1992, Fall/1993, Winter). Recruiting 
African-American undergraduates. College and 
University, 68.(1), 48-52. 
Smith, K. (1990). A comparison of the college decisions 
of two-year and four-year college students. College 
and University, 6.5(2), 109-126. 
Spady, W. G. (1970). Dropouts from higher education: An 
interdisciplinary review and synthesis. Interchange, 
1(1), 64-85. 
Spencer, M. S. (1990). An examination of factors which 
affect the achievement of college mission. 
Unpublished manuscript. 
Sprinthall, R. C. (1987). Basic statistical analysis (2nd 
ed.). Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall. 
Stauffer, T. M. (Ed.). (1981). Beyond the falling sky. 
Washington, DC: American Council on Education. 
Struckman-Johnson, C., & Kinsley, S. (1985). Assessment 
and comparison of college image among high school 
seniors, college students, and alumni. College and 
University, 60, 316-370. 
Thernstrom, S. (Ed.). (1980). Harvard encyclopedia of 
American ethnic groups. Cambridge: Harvard University 
Press. 
Thresher, B. A. (1966). College admissions and the public 
interest. New York: College Entrance Examination 
Board. 
220 
Tierney, M. L. (1983). Student college choice sets: 
Toward an empirical characterization. Research in 
Higher Education, 18.(3), 271-284. 
Tinto, V. (1987). Leaving college: Rethinking the causes 
and cures of student attrition. Chicago: The 
University of Chicago Press. 
Trow, M. (1984). The analysis of status. In B. Clark 
(Ed.), Perspectives on higher education (pp. 132-164) 
Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, Ltd. 
Welki, A. M., & Navratil, F. J. (1987). The role of 
applicants' perceptions in the choice of college. 
College and University, 62, 147-160. 
Wilson, R., & Justiz, M. J. (1987, Fall/1988, Winter). 
Minorities in higher education: Confronting a time 
bomb. Educational Record, 9-14. 
Young, M. E., & Reyes, P. (1987). Conceptualizing 
enrollment behavior: The effect of student financial 
aid. The Journal of Student Financial Aid, 1/7(3), 41 
49. 
Zemsky, R. (1986). The structure of college choice 
"revisited." In Measures in the college admissions 
process, A college board colloguium (pp. 106-112). 
New York: College Entrance Examination Board. 
Zemsky, R., & Oedel, P. (1983). The structure of college 
choice. New York: College Entrance Examination Board 
221 

